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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE IMPENDING TRANSFER of causes in the Chancery 
Division will, we understand, be a transfer to Vice- 
Chancellor Bacon, as to some of the causes for all 
purposes, and as to others to Mr. Justice Fry for the 
purpose of hearing only. 





We wnvenrstanp it is definitively settled that the Chief 
Clerks of the Master of the Rolls and Vice-Chancellor 
Hatz will remove to the Royal Courts of Justice at 
Easter next. The learned Vice-Chancellor on Tuesday 
last visited the new building for the purpose of inspect- 
ing the accommodation provided. 





We are rvrormep that the committee recently ap- 
pointed to assist the judges in framing new rules of 
court consists of Lord Coreriper, Lord Justice James, 
Mr, Justice Bowen, Mr. J. C. Maruew, Mr. R. T. Rew, 
Mr. C. Harrison, and Mr. Hotiams, and that Mr. 
Macxkenzir, the principal secretary of the Lord Chan- 
cellor, is the secretary of the committee. 


THE RESOLUTION carried at the meeting of the bar on 
Thursday afternoon, affirming the desirability of con- 
tinuing the Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas and 
the Lord Chief Baron as the presidents of their respective 
Divisions, is, probably, to a considerable extent, due to 





a natural feeling of regret at the abolition of venerable 
institutions. It is to be observed that very little my of 
seems to have been made to present the 

favour of the proposed change, and (although the wee 
is not far to seek) it is to be deplored that so few of 
the men in the first rank of the profession expressed any 
opinion on the subject. 





Tue Soxricrrors’ RemunERATION Bit has been re-intro- 
duced by Lord Cairns with very slight alterations. 
Indeed, except in the clause relating to agreements 
between solicitor and client, the changes are merely 
verbal. With regard to such agreements it is now, in 
the first place, made clear that the provision is to apply 
whether there is or is not any general order in operation 
under the Act, and that the agreement may be made, not 
only before or after the transaction of business by the 
solicitor for the client, but in the course of the trans- 
action of such business. It is also provided that the 
agreement is not only to be in writing, but “ signed by 
the person to be bound thereby or by his agent in that 
behalf.” This provision (which, if the decision of Jzsszx, 
M.LR., in Pooley v. Driver, 25 W. R. 162, Ly. R. 
5 Ch. D. 458, that a “contract in writing” 
means a ‘‘signed contract in writing” be correct, is 
unnecessary) seems to be modelled on the language of 
the Statute of Frauds with reference to signature by 
the “ person to be charged’; and we suppose ‘‘ the per- 
son to be bound thereby sm must mean the person against 
whom the agreement is to be set up; but we do not see 
why all questions on this point should not have been shut 
out by providing that the agreement shall be signed by 
both parties to it. The provisions of last year’s Bill, 
that the agreement between the parties as to the form 
and amount of remuneration should ‘‘ exclude ali further 
claim of the solicitor in respect of any services or dis- 
bursements to which the agreement relates,’ and that 
the agreement should be binding on the parties thereto 
and their personal representatives; and also the saving 
for the interests of third parties, are omitted, 


THERE aPrEaRs to be some foundation for the rumour 
that one of the duties of the vommittee recently 
appointed to assist the rule-makers, will be to consider 
whether pleadings can be abolished, at least as regards 
certain classes of cases, with a view to reducing the cost 
of litigation. There are, of course, many actions, 
especially in the common law divisions, where the issue 
to be tried may be sufficiently raised by the indorsement 
on the writ, but it must be borne in mind that in fram- 
ing a rule to abolish pleadings, even in these simple cases, 
the antagonist to be met is the defendant who will take 
every advantage for the purposes of delay, and the unseru- 
pulous practitioner who does not hesitate to run up costs, 
In a hostile case (and for such cases principally legisla- 
tion is needed) the fact of the parties coming into court 
not knowing what issue they are about to try, and neither 
of them being limited as to what issues they may raise 
in the course of the hearing, is likely to cause expense, 
inconvenience, and confusion. And in saying this we 
are only expressing the view of those who are best able to 
judge as to the matter. In a case of Salmon v. Gorman, 
heard before the Master of the Rolls on Monday last, 
that learned judge said, ‘“‘ Frequently I allow a case to 
be tried when the issues are stated [by counsel], but had 
I known the nature of this case I should not have agreed 
to its being brought on as it has been. The <3" for 
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the plaintiff opened his case without knowing what the 
defence would be, and the result has been to show the 
inconvenience of trying a case without pleadings.” 





Tue Cuancery Pay Orrice is becoming the subject of 
grave remarks on account of the arrears of work which 
now exist, and the authorities are being blamed for not 
supplying a staff sufficient for the purposes of the office. 
Not many days ago, as we are credibly informed, some 
papers bespoken so long ago as May last were not then 
ready for delivery. This may be an exceptional instance, 
and we cannot believe that any large amount of the 
work of the department is in arrear. If, however, only 
half of the interval between this and May last, or 
even a quarter or an eighth be the period of arrears, it 
becomes a very serious matter. To take the case of an 
ordinary banker, what would a customer do who could 
not ascertain the amount of his balance in five minutes, 
nor have his pass-book made up for several months after 
he asked for it? The Chancery suitors are not able to 
transfer their account to another banker, but it is not 
possible to discern in that fact a reason why they should 
be treated so scurvily as they are. Moreover, although 
we are not writing in the interest of the officials, we 
may add that the extra burden entailed on those who 
have to do the work has caused a wide-spread discon- 
tent in the office, which it is reasonable to expect the 
needed increase in the staff would immediately allay. 
The Treasury official who has the charge of investiga- 
ting this department, and the task of suggesting the 
changes necessary, should see to it that steps are at once 
taken whereby existing grievances should be effectually 
remedied. 





ConsIDERING THE UNCERTAINTY as to the meaning of the 
word “lodger” which, notwithstanding the efforts of 
learned judges with reference to the Franchise Acts, pre- 
yailed at the time of the passing of the Lodgers Goods Pro- 
tection Act, 1871, it is odd that no definition of “* lodger ” 
should have been included inthatAct. The result has been 
that in Phillips v. Henson (26 W. R. 214, L. R. 8 C. P. 
D. 26), the Common Pleas Division constructed a defini- 
tion of the term, with reference to the supposed intention 
of the Act ‘‘to protect the goods of persons between 
whom and the landlord there is no direct privity "—a 
process, we venture to think, savouring somewhat of 
begging the question. We should have thought that 
the object of the Act was to protect the goods of persons 
having a clearly subordinate occupation of part of a house 
only, and that the question in each case ought to be 
Has the person who wishes to avail himself of the Act 
@ subordinate occupation of part of the house, or the 
principal and substantial occupation of the whole house? 
A case of Ball v. Priest before a police court, a report 
of which we printed last week, raised a new point under 
the Act. A person occupying a part only of certain 
premises claimed to be a “lodger,” although he only 
used his part of the premises for business purposes, and 
did not sleep or live there, The question, therefore, 
arose whether the ‘‘lodger” must actually dwell in or 
inhabit the lodging. It is clear that in its ordinary 
popular meaning the word involves the idea of residence, 
and we think the magistrate was right in holding that a 
person who merely uses a part of a house for business 
purposes is not a lodger within the Lodgers Goods Pro- 
tection Act. 





Tue nviine of the Master of the Rolls in Saldanha v. 
Andrews, which we briefly noted last week (p. 219), 
illustrates the jealousy with which the courts regard the 
admission of the evidence of experts upon questions of 
foreign law. Thus, in Bristow v. Sequeville (5 Ex. 275), 
the Court of Exchequer refused to allow the law of 
Prussia, upon a question of stamp duty, to be proved by 
4 witness who had merely studied that law at the Uni- 





versity of Leipsic. On another occasion (Zn the Goods 
of Bonelli, 24 W. R. 255, L. R. 1 P. D. 69) Sir Janus: 
Hannen refused to decide a question of Italian testamen. 
tary law upon the affidavit of a gentleman describing 
himself as a “certified special pleader,” and “ familiar 
with Italian law,” there being nothing to show that he 
had obtained his familiarity with Italian law otherwise 
than by studying it in England. Upon an indictment 
for bigamy, the first marriage of the prisoner having 
taken place in Scotland (2. v. Savage, 13 Cox. C. O. 
178), Mr. Justice Lusx refused to allow the Roman 
Catholic priest by ‘whom the first marriage had been 
solemnized to prove that it was valid according to the 
law of Scotland. Cartwrigit v. Cartwright and An- 
derson (26 W. R. 684) was a divorce suit, in which it 
became necessary to prove the validity of a marriage 
solemnized in Canada, and Sir J. Hannen refused to. 
allow the Canadian marriage law to be proved by Mr. 
Bompas, Q.C., who had for many years practised in 
Canadian appeals before the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, since otherwise the court would have to 
accept the opinion of any English barrister who had 
practised before the Judicial Committee as evidence of 
the law of any part of the British dominions from which 
the Privy Council is the final court of appeal. In the 
face of these authorities the Master of the Rolls naturally 
refused to accept the affidavit of a person described as & 
“law agent” to prove a point of foreign law. 





Tue interest in Mr. Justice Firzcrratp’s summing up 
in the recent trial at Dublin had been somewhat antici- 
pated by his various rulings during the trial. His charge 
to the jury is chiefly noteworthy for the definition which 
it contains of thecrime of conspiracy. He laid it down 
that, when persons are united for a common purpose, 
each of them is responsible for every act done with a 
common intent by the others, no matter how widely 
they may be separated from one another, and even 
though they be unknown to one another. A common 
design might therefore be inferred from independent 
speeches of the traversers, although delivered at different 
times and places. He stated that secrecy is not an 
essential ingredient in the offence of conspiracy, and he 
pointed out that if one of the objects of the League 
were to prevent the enforcement of the Queen’s writ it 
would be an illegal assembly, and all its members would 
be guilty of conspiracy and responsible for the illegal 
acts of one another. He appears also to have directed 
the jury that the case of all the traversers stood upor 
the same footing, and that they must be either all con- 
victed or all acquitted. 





Sm Ricuarp Covcn’s appointment as a member of the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council qualifies him 
for taking part in the hearing of appeals, although he 
will not, as regards emolument, occupy the same position 
as the late Sir James Cotvitz. The 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 41, 
s. 1, empowered “ his Majesty from time to time, as and 
when he shall think fit, by his sign manual, to appoint 
any two other persons, being Privy Councillors, to be 
members of the said committee” in addition to the ex- 
officio members nominated by the same section; aud 
this power is not superseded by the Judicial Committee 
Act, 1871. 





Since it was decided that reporters should be admitted 
to the meeting of the bar on Thursday afternoon, our 
readers will have before them full reports of the pro- 
ceedings in the daily papers before these lines reach 
them, and we therefore think it unnecessary to print the 
outline of the speeches and resolutions with which we 
have been furnished, 
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THE CORRUPT AND ILLEGAL 
PRACTICES BILL. 


Ir is about twenty-seven years since the consolidating 
Corrupt Practices Prevention Act was passed. This was, 
and still remains, a temporary Act only, having been 
renewed from year to year with divers amendments up to 
the present time, and expiring on the 31st of December, 
1881. It had the advantage of being a complete code, 
and the necessity for the consolidation which it effected 
may be seen by glancing at its schedule of repeals, which 
contains ten statutes from 7 Will. 3, c. 4, to 5 & 6 
Vict. c. 102, all of which, it should be borne in mind, 
would be revived if by any accident the present legisla- 
tion upon the subject should be allowed to lapse. 

The present Bill, in form at any rate, is far inferior to 
its predecessor of 1854, It is not only a temporary 
statute, being expressed to continue until the 31st of 
December, 1882, but it makes scarcely any attempt at 
consolidation. Of the seven Acts scheduled to the Act 
of 1880, one only—the insignificant 21 & 22 Vict. c. 87, 
relating to the payment of travelling expenses—is 
wholly repealed. We cannot but think that the 
time is come, not only for permanent, but con- 
solidating legislation, and the necessity for renewing 
and amending the Ballot Act affords an additional 
reason why this:should be done in the present session. 

Passing from the form of the Bill to its substance, 
the general remark we have to make is that, while the 
penal clauses are, as a rule, unduly severe, the preven- 
tive clauses are, as a rule, happily conceived and easy to 
understand. Some of the former, we should imagine, 
it will be found useless to press in Parliament, and we 
can only account for their introduction on the supposi- 
tion that the authors of the Bill have proceeded on the 
system of asking for the impossible in order the more 
easily to obtain the possible. 

Let us now proceed to examine seriatim the more im- 
portant of the 59 clauses. 

To that part of clause 2 which prohibits treating by 
other persons than the candidate himself,no reasonable 
objection can be taken. The only wonder is that the 
4th section of the Act of 1854, for which it is substi- 
tuted, was allowed to remain limited to candidates so 
long. Nor is there any objection to extending the opera- 
tion of the section to non-electors. But we think that 
the disfranchisement of the parties concerned should be 
the main penalty, and to enact, as is done by clause 6, 
that the guilty parties are to be liable to imprisonment 
with hard labour, is going a little toofar. The qui tam 
action for a penalty of £50 provided by the Act of 1854 
is, we think, sufficient. 

To clause 3 we have a very decided objection. It runs 
thus :— 

“ The expression ‘ corrupt practice,’ as usedin this Act, 
means treating as defined by this Act eg 2), or bribery, 
undue influence, or personation, as defined by the Corrupt 
Practices Prevention Acts as amended by this Act, or as re- 
cognized by the common law or the law of Parliament, and 
every offence which is a corrupt practice within the meanin 
of this Act shall be a corrupt — within the meaning o 
the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868.” 


Looking to the severe punishment awaiting any person, 
even a candidate by his agents (clause 5), guilty of a 
corrupt practice, the very least that can be required of 
the originators of the Bill is that they should define 
* corrupt practice’ within the four corners of the Bill 
itself, and not leave it to be discovered from the “‘ law of 
Parliament” and the other sources enumerated in the 
clause. When that is done, the Legislature may properly 
be asked to fix the punishment. As fixed at present by 
clauses 4—6, the punishments are :— 

For any person.—Ten years’ disfranchisement and dis- 
qualitication for being elected to the House of Commons, with 
a a years’ imprisonment with bard labour and a 

ne 0. . 





For a candidate (in addition to the above)—If 
practice committed with his knowledge, “‘he shall not 
capable of ever being elected to or sitting in the House of 
Commons”’ for the county or borough in which he was 
candidate, ‘tor of being elected to or of sitting in the 
House of Commons” for any place whatever for ten years. 


In addition to this, we read in the Bill that if 
the election court reports that a candidate “has been 
guilty by his agents of any corrupt practice in re- 
ference to the -election,” ‘that candidate shall not be 
capable of ever being elected to or sitting in the House of 
Commons” for the county or borough in which he was 
a candidate. 

We do not think it possible or desirable that the per- 
etual disqualification of the candidate guilty “ by his 
gent” should pass. We cannot even see any necessity 
for extending, as is done by section 86 of the Act of 
1854, the disqualification to other than personal acts. 
But if ‘‘ something must be done” in this direction, 
surely the disqualification for an existing Parliament, 
which obtains under section 36 of the Act of 1854, is 
sufficient. Disqualification for the candidate’s own 
borough or county is, it need hardly be said, in a large 
number of cases tantamount to exclusion from political 
life. So much for ‘‘ corrupt practices.” 

The next eight clauses of the Bill, which deal with 
‘illegal practices” are far more satisfactory. By 
clause 7 it is declared, ataongst other things, to be an 
illegal practice to act as paid canvasser; and by clause 8 
it is further declared to be an illegal practice to pay for 
the conveyance of electors to or from the poll by any 
mode of conveyance. A bill of merely two clauses to 
this effect would go very far towards checking present 
election abuses. Under the existing law, no doubt, no 
payment may be made by a candidate except through 
an authorized agent, and every payment must be pub- 
lished to the world. But there is practically no limit to 
the payment of canvassersandcabmen. Paid canvassers 
are, it is true, disqualified from voting by 30 & 31 Vict. 
c. 102, s. 11, but their fathers, sons, brothers, &€., are not, 
so that they may, by their relations, be as many in number 
as the electors themselves, and they may each be paid as 
much as the most unblushing debaucher of constituencies 
may choose to give them. Paid canvassers are a mere. 
nuisance to honest voters, and more often than not send 
in false returns to their employers. We hope and be- 
lieve that both these clauses will pass. A supplementary 
provision (clause 40) to that abolishing the payment of 
travelling expenses— namely, that each elector in a county 
shall have a polling place within three miles of his 
residence—is copied from the Ballot Act, 1872, section 5, 
merely altering “ four” miles to ‘‘ three.” It should be 
expressed whether the distance is to be measured by the 
nearest road or a straight line, and the number of miles 
—if there is to be an alteration—might well be “‘ two” 
instead of “ three.” 

We also read—clause 8 (c)—that no payment is to be 
made “for exhibiting bills, addresses, or notices, or for 
the use of any house, building, erection, place, board, or 
thing for the purposes of any such exhibition.” This 
provision, which is rather clumsily worded, goes, we 
think, a little too far. To put down ‘‘ boardmen” may 
be all very well, but nothing can be more legitimate in 
itself than to disseminate the views of a candidate; and 
it seems to be rather hard to confine such dissemination 
to the pages of a newspaper—and it may be remarked 
that newspaper advertisements figure other 
authorized expenses mentioned in one of the schedules 
—which may not always be sufficiently within the 
reach of electors. Again, to prohibit, as is done 
by clause 9, the use of “licensed premises” 
for committee rooms is to deprive candidates in 
many cases of the most convenient, and in some cases 
of the only cheap, committee rooms that can be had. If 
something must be done in this direction, why not allow 
the candidates to obtain municipal or school board build- 
ings free of expense, or allow the “licensed premises” 
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to be used on the condition that only non-intoxicants 
should be sold therein upon the day of election f 

Clause 13 provides the punishment for illegal practices. 
It is liability to a fine of £100 on summary conviction 
and disfranchisement and disqualification for offices 
for five years. Alter the £100 to £20, and the five years 
to two, and we see no objection to this, nor to the pro- 
vision of clause 14 that “illegal” as well as “corrupt” 
practices shall be reported by the election court, under 
section 10, sub-section 14, of the Parliamentary Elections 
Act, 1868. 

We come now to the heading “ Election Expenses.” 
Each candidate is to have one election agent only, who 
must, of necessity, be a “ solicitor of the Supreme Court.” 
The succeeding clauses under this head, which fix a 
maximum beyond which expenses must not go, do not 
call for notice, except clause 20, which restricts the “ per- 
sonal expenses’ of the candidate to £20. Here we can 
only ask, What are personal expenses ? 

Clause 27 is of some importance to the profession. It 
runs as follows :— 


Where a person who is a barrister or solicitor, or who 
belongs to any profession, the admission to which is regu- 
lated by law, appears from the evidence given before any 
election court, or election commissioners, to have been guilty 
of or privy to any misconduct in reference to an election, it 
shall be the duty of the Director of Public Prosecutions to 
bring the matter before the Inn of Court, High Court, or 
tribanal having power to take cognizance of any miscon- 
duct of such person in his profession, and such Inn of Court, 
High Court, or tribunal may deal with such person in like 
manner as in avy case of misconduct by such person in his 
profession. 


To this we can see no reasonable objection. It is to 
be observed that the whole cognizance of the offence 
and the amount of the punishment are both left to be 
dealt with according to the absolute discretion of the 
tribunal” who may if they please [let the peccant 
member off with a reprimand. 

Of clause 28, providing for the annual publication in 
the register of all persons incapacitated for voting by 
either corrupt or illegal practices, we would express our 
cordial approval. This is quite new, we believe, in elec- 
tion law, unless the scheduling of the names of offenders 
to reports of select committees (see 30 & 31 Vict. c. 102, 
8s. 18—16) can be called a publication of their names. 
And although this form of punishment has disappeared 
from our Adulteration Acts and our Licensing Acts, and 
now survives only, we believe, in the Sale of Bread Act 
of William the Fourth (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 37, s. 12), we 
cannot but think it a wholesome mode of educating 
public opinion to-disapproval of an offence. 

Clauses 30—34 very materially alter and affect the 
procedure on election petitions. Clause 31 substitutes 
a single judge for the two judges who have tried 
petitions since 1879 under 42 & 43 Vict. c. 75, which 
statute is repealed. Of this all we have to say is that, 
unless it becomes law, it will become necessary in the 
interest of the general administration of -justice to in- 
ctease the number of judges. Whether it ought to 
become law or not is too long a question to discuss in 
this article. Clause 33 provides for the attendance of a 
barrister or solicitor of not less than ten years’ standing 
at the trial of every election petition. He is to be 
nominated by the Director of Public Prosecutions, with 
the approval of the Attorney-General, and is to attend 
as the representative of the director, “ and it shall be the 
duty of such representative to obey any directions given 
to him by the election court with respect to the summon- 
ing and examining of any witness to give evidence on any 
such trial, and with respect to the prosecution of any 
person for any corrupt or illegal practice, and with 
respect to any person to whom notice is given to attend 
with a view to report him as guilty of any corrupt or 
illegal practice, » Bome machinery is no doubt 


wanting for the purposes of bringing to justice offenders 
detected at the trial of an election petition, where it is 





nobody’s business to prosecute anybody, and we think 
that clause 33 provides the desired machinery as well as 
such a thing could be done. 

Amongst the “miscellaneous ’’ provisions, that which 
principally calls for notice is clause 36, which enables 
the Public Prosecutor, or any number of electors not less 
than ten, to procure a special commissioner, “ being one 
of her Majesty’s counsel,” to be sent down, upon the 
election judges [should not this, by virtue of clause 31, 
be judge?] having reasonable cause to believe that 
corrupt practices have prevailed. ‘‘The barrister so 
appointed,” continues the section, “ shall forthwith pro- 
ceed to the county or borough, and there hold an open 
court for the trial of persons charged with corrupt or 
illegal practices, and shall, for the purposes of this Act, 
have all the powers of a petty sessional court in addition 
to the powers conferred by this Act. Any person who 
has been guilty shall be liable to be imprisoned,” &c. 
These clauses, if fully worked, cannot fail to strike with 
special awe the whole district into which the special 
commissioner is sent. 

Other “ miscellaneous ”’ clauses, 37 and 38, visit with all 
the penalties.of bribery, &c., licensed persons who per- 
mit any act which constitutes a treating or undue influ- 
ence, and punish with forfeiture of licence any licensed 
person personally guilty of a corrupt practice. It is, 
however, humanely added that “‘ any holder of such a 
license shall not be under any obligation to supply 
meat, drink, or entertainment or provision, to any per- 
son incase the supply thereof is demanded for the pur- 
pose of any corrupt or illegal practice.” We should 
have thought such a provision unnecessary, but it may be 
well to be on the safe side. 

Of the clauses dealing with “legal proceedings” 
(42—7), it is material to observe that persons charged 
with corrupt practices may be found guilty of illegal 
practices ; that on any prosecution, whether on indict. 
ment or summarily, the person prosecuted is to be a 
competent witness, and that there is an appeal against 
@ summary conviction to quarter sessions. Purists will 
no doubt object to introducing the examination of the 
accused by a side wind, but we, ourselves, see no objec- 
tion to this being done. 

We think it very doubtful whether the Bill will pass 
in its present shape. If it should have to be dropped 
asa whole, some two or three clauses might stand as 
admirable amendments of the present law. But if it is 
seriously intended to effect all the changes which the 
Bill proposes, we would suggest that it is almost in- 
dispensable that a “ breviate,” or memorandum similar 
in form to that which accompanied the Militia Bill of 
1875, and the Weights and Measures Bill of 1878, should 
show the effect of the amendments in intelligible form, 
and be put in circulation without delay, We have, 
however, already intimated our opinion that the time is 
come for consolidation of the law of the subject. 








At the MMansion-house, on Tuesday, John Withers was 
brought before Mr. Alderman Ellis for examination, charged 
with having stolen money belonging to his master, Mr. 
Burchell, solicitor, of Mark-lane. The defendant had been 
the prosecutor’s managing clerk, receiving a salary of £200 
per annum, and a bonus of £20. The cashier of the prose- 
cutor stated that on the 17th of December last he handed 
the defendant certain moneys, among which was a sum of 
£3, for which the defendant rendered an account as having 
been paid by him for certain fees in connection with a law- 
suit, and which he, as managing clerk to the prosecutor, was 
conducting. It was, however, alleged that the money had 
not been so used, and the defendant was charged with steal- 
ing it. It was stated that the defendant also had possession 
of certain papers which were important to the prosecutor in 
his , and that other charges would be made, Tho 
case was eventually adjourned, the defendant being admitted 
by. Mr. Alderman Ellis to bail in two sureties in £100 and 
himself in £200. 
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RIGHT TO COSTS SINCE THE 
JUDICATURE ACT. 


“Tue law as to costs under the Judicature Act appears to 
be with respect to certain questions ina most lamentable 
.state of doubt and confusion, We took occasion some 
time ago to discuss the state of the decisions on the sub- 
ject. Since then a case of considerable importance— 
viz., Stooke v. Taylor (29 W. R. 49, L. R. 5 Q. B.D. 
-569)—has been decided. The question involved was the 
right to costs where the plaintiff establishes his claim in 
an action of contract to an amount exceeding £20, but 
the defendant upon a counter-claim (as distinguished 
‘from a set-off) establishes his claim to such an amount 
as reduces the balance in favour of the plaintiffs to an 
amount less than £20. The question was further com- 
plicated by the fact that it arose, not upon the verdict of 
-& jury, but upon the award of an arbitrator, and it was 
upon this part of the case that a division arose among 
the judges as to the construction of the submission with 
regard to costs, to which we will afterwards refer. The 
more interesting part of the question is that which is in- 
‘dependent of this complication. 

The question, briefly stated, seemsto be how farthe same 
considerations ought to apply to counter-claim as apply 
to set-off. It seems undoubted that when the original 
claim is reduced by way of set-off, properly so called— 
thatis, by such a set-off as could have been pleaded under 
the statutes of set-off—the plaintiff only recovers the 
balance within the meaning of the County Court Act. At 
first. it may appear, on principle, doubtful whether this 
should be so. It is true that a balance may be small, but 
‘the claims on either side may be very large, far exceeding 
the county court limit. It may be said that the plaintiff 
ought to give credit and sue for the balance only. It 
is very easy to say so. But matters that in law are 
called liquidated may be, in fact, of very doubtful 
amount, as in the case of work and labour, money had 
and received, and various other matters. It may depend 
on nice questions of law whether liquidated amcunts are 
due. It may theoretically be the case that a person 
ought to know how much he ought to give credit for, but 
in fact it may be a very difficult question how the account 
stands. Suppose a plaintiff has a good claim against a de- 
fendant for £1,000, and the defendanthas a clear set-off of 
£350, and it is a disputed question, depending on nice 
questions of law and fact, whether the defendant has a 
further set-off of £635. In such a case, of course, a 
plaintiff could not sue in the county court, so he brings 
his action in the superior court, and the defendant 
establishes his claim to the doubtful sum. Thereupon 
the plaintiff recovers £15 and loses his costs in the ab- 
sence of a certificate. This may appear at first a little 
hard, because the idea of the provisions of the County 
‘Court Act would appear to be that the plaintiff ought to 
have sued in the county court, and if he chooses to sue in 
thesuperiorcourt, when he ought tohavesuedinthecounty 
court, he is not to have costs. Whereas, in our hypo- 
thetical case, it is clear he ought not to have sued in the 
‘county court. But the practical answer that may be 
made to this argument seems to us to be that the man 
‘who recovers so trifling a balance in a big litigation 
ought not in justice to have the costs. The balance is 
an accidental trifle. It alone would never have been 
sued for originally. The defendant in our hypothetical 
ase substantially succeeded. The real question at issue 
between the parties was the disputed item of £635. 
It is hard enough on the defendant that, being substan- 
tially successful, he should lose all his costs on account of 
the trumpery balance. Still he ought to have paid the 
£15 into court, and consequently must bear his own 
costs. It would be hard that he should have to bear the 
Costs of both parties. 

We think the rational conclusion is that it is right 
that a plaintiff who does not recover more than £20 
#hould not have his costs, though there may be some 








difficulty in logically connecting that result with, the 
County Court Acts. This logical difficulty lies at the 
bottom of a good deal that has been said on the subject 
in previous cases that we have discussed. It seems 
absurd to make the question of costs depend on the 
amount claimed, because then any plaintiff by claiming 
asum above the county court limit could avoid the 
rule, On the other hand, if it depends on the amount 
recovered, there are cases in which the law seems to tell 
the plaintiff ‘‘ though you had a fairly arguable claim to 
a sum, it may be of a hundred thousand pounds, yet as 
you recovered only £15, you ought to have brought your 
action in the countycourt, and therefore cannot have 
costs. But for the reason we gave, though the argument 
of the law is illogical, the result is justice, 

The law being thus as to a set-off, the question after 
the Judicature Act necessarily arose in the case of a 
counter-claim. In Staples v. Young (25 W. R. 304, L. R. 
2 Ex. D. 324) the Exchequer Division held that a counter- 
claim stood in this respect on thé same footing as a set- 
off. The question which arises on the words of the 
County Court Act is as to the meaning of the word 
“recover.” In the case of a set-off it is admitted that 
the plaintiff only ‘‘ recovers’’ the balance. The question 
under the Judicature Act is whether, where there is a 
counter-claim, the plaintiff recovers the total amount of 
the cause of action established in his favour, and the 
defendant recovers the total amount of the counter-claim 
established in his favour, or whether the plaintiff only 
recovers the balance. The late Lord Chief Justice and 
Mr. Justice Manisty, in Stooke v. Taylor, refused to 
follow Staples v. Young, and went into very elaborate 
arguments, based upon the phraseology of the Judicature 
Act, to show that the former is the case, and Mr, Justice 
Field does not appear to differ from them in this respect, 
though on the further point, with regard to the effect 
of the order of reference, he differed. The Chief 
Justice devotes a considerable amount of pains to 
establishing the proposition that there is an essential 
moral distinction between the two cases. We confess 
that ‘a great number of the distinctions which he 
elaborates do not commend themselves to us as moral 
distinctions, but rather as distinctions of form. Cogent 
arguments may, no doubt, be derived from the 
technical forms of legal procedure, and the words 
of the Judicature Act as applied to such technical 
forms; but, looking to the question what the law ought 
to be, rather than what it is, those arguments 
are not, from that point of view, satisfactory. 
The most substantial distinction that is established 
by the judgment is given in the words “‘and there is 
this further essential difference between these two forms 
of procedure, that when the defendant's claim is for 
liquidated damages—in other words, one of set-off—-the 
plaintiff, in his claim, can give credit for the amount, 
and so avoid the costs of the set-off; whereas, when the 
claim is for unliquidated damages, he is unable so to 
protect himself.” It isto be observed, however, that 
this proposition only applies when the defendant's claim 
is unliquidated, but it might happen that the plaintiffs 
claim was unliquidated, whereas the defendant’s was 
liquidated. The language of the Judicature Acé is 
exactly the same in the one case as the other. By the 
statutes of set-off the claims on both sides must be 
liquidated ; the Judicature Act allows set-off or counter. 
claim where either claim is, or both claims are, un- 
liquidated. Stress is laid in the judgment o» the words 
that ‘‘such set-off or counter-claim shall have the same 
effect as a statement of claim in a cross-action, so as to 
enable the court to pronounce a final judgment in the 
same action both on the original and the cross-claim.” It 
is urged that these words show that the true view is that 
the claim and counter-claim are in the nature of cross- 
actions, and that there are really two recoveries. This 
would apply, be it observed, to a case where the plaintiff's 
demand being unliquidated, the defendant's set-off was 
liquidated, as this is a case within the Judicature Act, 
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and not within the statutes of set-off; but here the plain- 
tiff could give credit for the set-off ex hypothesi. 

The question is one of considerable difficulty, “but we 
are not convinced that the distinction between set-off 
and counter-claim, as affecting the right to costs, is 
morally a substantial one. If the former decisions with 
regard to set-off under the County Courts Act are based 
on justice, we doubt whether the substantial justice and 
expediency of the case may not be in accordance with 
Staples v. Young, and not with Stooke v. Taylor. It may 
be said that the broad view is that a person who has 
contracted an expensive litigation in the superior court, 
but has been so far defeated (whether the mode of such 
defeat is technically called by counter- claim or set-off is 
immaterial), that he has recovered a wholly insignificant 
amount, which is less than the county court limit, he 
ought not to get costs. We have said before that we 
think the result illogical, because if neither of the claims 
were proper subjects for the county court, there is a 
certain absurdity in saying that, because the balance is 
less than the county court limit, costs shall be taken 
away, on the ground that the action ought to have been 
brought in the county court. It is not practically a true 
presumption that parties know, or ought exactly to 
know, the amount of the balance on long and compli- 
cated accounts, involving sometimes nice questions of 
fact and law as to liability to large amounts, so that if a 
plaintiff recovers only £150,000 as against the defend- 
ant’s set-off of £149,981, it can fairly be said to him, You 
ought to have given credit for the balance, and sued in 
the county court. Moreover, in order to determine the 
balance, it may be necessary for the plaintiff to prove 
all his claims, so as to overlap the credit given, and 
in this case would such a claim be fit for the county 
court ? 

But if the law as to set-off is right on the grounds we 
have above discussed, we are not clear that substantially 
counter-claim ought rot to stand on the same footing. 
It may be observed that since the Judicature Act, when 
liquidated demands have been counter-claimed for, great 
confusion has arisen. In Potter v. Chambers (27 W. R.414, 
L. B.4 C. P. D. 457) this was treated by the Queen’s Bench 
Division as counter-claim and not set-off, and the plaintiff 
establishing his claim to more than £50, and the de- 
fendant establishing his claim to such an amount as to 
reduce the plaintiff's claim to £4 2s., the plaintiff was 
not deprived of costs. Surely it is absurd that the 
matier should depend on the question whether the sum 
is claimed by way of set-off or by way of counter-claim, 
which is a matter of mere form. 

With regard to the other point in Stooke v. Taylor we 
do not propose to discuss it at length. The question 
was whether, the action having been referred, the costs 
to abide the event of the reference, what the ‘‘ event” 
was within the meaning of this stipulation? The 
majority of the court thought that the term “ event” 
meant the sum in the submission as it would when 
applied to a verdict of a jury, and consequently that the 
case must be determined in the same way as if the 

uestion arore on a verdict. The dissentient judge 
Mr. Justice Field) thought otherwise, both on the 
authority of Chatfield v. Sedgwick (27 W. R. 170, 
L. R. 4C. P. D. 459) and on the reason of the thing. 
He was of opinion that ‘‘ event,” as used in the agree- 
ment of the parties, meant the result of the two claims 
taken together. We confess to doubting whether that 
is the true meaning of “event” in a submission of an 
action—i.¢., whether that is what the parties really mean. 
But we certainly cannot exactly understand the argu- 
ment by which the late Lord Chief Justice distinguished 
Chatfield v. Sedgwick. As, however, we have already 
said, we do not intend to discuss this part of the case. 





Lord Gifford, one of the Scottish Court of Session judges, 
~~ resigned his appointmest in consequence of ill- 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


BLENKHORN v. PENROSE, F., J., 29 W. R. 237- 
JONES v. RIMMER, C.A., 29 W. R. 165. 


The lesson of the first of these cases to intending 


purchasers is very clear; they must never omit to look 
at any document which is stated in the conditions as to 
be seen, and of which the purchaser is to be deemed to 
have notice. The doctrine laid down does not differ from 
that of the Master of the Rolls in Camberwell Benefit 
Building Society v. Holloway (28 W. R. 222). Although 
a vendor cannot specifically enforce a contract entered 


into under particulars or conditions of sale which state: 


that which is untrue in fact, but add that a document is- 
to be seen, which document, if seen, would have informed 
the purchaser of the untruthfulness of the particulars or 
conditions of sale, yet if the statement in the particulars 
or conditions is not untrue, and the purchaser is not 
asked to assume that which the vendor knows to be un- 
true, the vendor will not be precluded from obtaining 
specific performance of the contract by the circumstance 
that he has not told all the truth, but has left intending 
purchasers to ascertain it from a document which may 
be seen by them. 


But to this rule there is an important qualification to: 


which the case secondly above-mentioned draws atten- 
tion. The vendor must not tell so much as to lead 
the purchaser reasonably to assume that he has told all,. 
when, in point of fact, he has not done so. In Jones v. 
Rimmer the particulars of sale described one of the lots 
as leasehold under a lease the date and parties to which 
were stated. There was no attempt made to state the 
terms of the lease, and no mention was made of a 
ground-rent of £43 to which the lot was subject. The 
lot having been sold by auctior, the purchaser afterwards 
claimed to rescind his contract, on the ground that, the 
particulars being silent on the subject of ground-rent, 
he had been misled, and induced to believe there was no 
ground-rent, or only a nominal one. The particulars. 
were very distinct as to the rents to be received 
from the sub-lessees, but said nothing as to the ground- 
rent. The court thought that, considering the univer- 
sality of the practice of stating the amount of the 
ground-rent in the particulars, the particulars were 
calculated to mislead the purchaser, and, consequently, 
he was entitled to have the sale rescinded. 





CARRARD vw, MEEK, C.P.D,, 29 W. R. 244. 


The question here was as to whether a bill of sale 
which stated that it is given “in consideration of the 
payment of £81,” that sum having been, in fact, paid 
two months before the execution of the bill of sale, did 
‘‘ set forth the consideration for which such bill of sale 
was given,” under section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 
1878. One does not see how a bill of sale, which states 
truly the consideration could be held not to set forth suck 
consideration. It might be desirable that the Legislature 
should have said, ‘* And shall also state when such con- 
sideration was paid,” but the Legislature has not said 
this, and the Common Pleas Division held that they had 
no authority to add this requirement to the Act. In 
point of fact, however, the point had been previously 
settled by the Exchequer Division in Credit Company v. 
Pott (42 L. T. N.S. 592). 





tension of the Summary Jurisdiction (Englan 

to Scotland, the Government are making ing 

view to ultimately giving Scotland the benefit of a measure 
of this kind. In the present state of public business, how- 
ever, itis not expected that any progress will be made 
during the present session. 


The Scotsman says that, with regard to the Pweercn 
ct 
uiries ‘with a 





Jan. 29, 1881. 








Pee ey a! Jee awe i er ee ee SE ee eS YU hla her Oe UCU 











Jan. 29, 1881. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





237 











REVIEWS. 


HIGHWAYS. 


Tue Common anv Sratute Law RELATING To HicgHways 
in Encuanp anp Nort Wass. By R. H. Spearman, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


This is a careful and elaborate treatise, covering the 
whole ground of highway law. Mr. Spearman groups 
his chapters under the general headings of highway 
#reas and authorities; the creation, maintenance, and 
alteration of highways; the funds available for the 
maintenance of highways; offences; and locomotives, 
turnpikes, and miscellaneous provisions. The matter of 
each chapter is expressed in the form of articles of a 
code, and to many of these articles there are appended 
notes containing a digest of the decisions or authorities 
en the subject. Naturally these notes are the most 
numerous and lengthy in what we may term the non- 
statutory part of the book—chiefly in that relating to 
the creation and maintenance of highways. Here we 
think that in many places the author expresses very well 
the result of the authorities. For instance, on the 
subject of the supposed right to deviate, he says (p. 47) 
that, ‘‘ although it has been laid down in most text-books 
“that if a highway became so out of repair and foundrous 
as to be impassable, or even incommodious, the public 
have a right to go on the adjacent ground, whether it be 
‘cultivated or uncultivated,’ no such rights exist ; in the 
first place, there is no vestige of authority for assum- 
ing the possibility of such a right, save where 
the road passes over common waste or uninclosed 
land; but, secondly, even this limitation would be 
insufficient—deviation in the sense above used means 
deviation from the highway, not from the beaten track ; 
bué the only authority is Duncembe’s case, and there the 
deviation was out of the beaten track on to certain out- 
lets which were part of the highway; the other cases 
are where the owner wrongfully obstructed the way 
itself, and in such cases the grantees even of a private 
wight of way have aright to deviate; but such a right, 
founded on the misfeasance of the owner himself, can 
be no authority to support a right founded on non- 
feasance by a third party over whom he has no control.” 
It will be seen that the author does not content himself 
with stringing together head-notes of cases or conclusions 
of previous writers, but examines the authorities for 
himself. Generally speaking, the notes we have exa- 
mined in this part of the book are very satisfactory ; 
under article 70, however, relating to the ownership of 
the soil, although the author cites the case of Beckett v. 
Corporation of Leeds (20 W. R. 454, L. R. 7 Ch. 421), 
he omits to call attention to the important observations of 
Lord Justice James, who said that he ‘‘ should be very 
slow to come to the conclusion that where there is a road 
going through an estate, and a site is granted by the 
roadside for the erection of a cottage or house, and a 
eottage or house is built upon that site, the mere 
conveyance or grant of a piece of land as the site 
of a house is, in presumption of law, a grant up 
to the middle of the high road.” As regards the 
statutory part of the work, the notes appear gener- 
ally to give a reference to the decisions, but Mr. 
Spearman might with advantage have occasionally 
attempted to supply rather more in the shape of expla- 
nation or comment. Thus we find the difficult section 
ef the Highway Act, 1878, relating to extraordinary 
expenses occasioned by excessive weight or extraordinary 
traffic (section 23), left, on p. 166, without any attempt 
to elucidate its provisions; nor, do we find any reference 
here to the case of Lord Aveland v. Lucas (28 W. R. 
571, L. R. 5 C. P. D. 351), which, however, is cited on 
p. 260, On the whole, however, we can commend the 
book as a well-arranged and accurate digest of the law 
of highways. Book 6 contains a large number of forms, 
and in the appendix the existing stetutes are given in 





full, with references in the margin to the articles relat- 
ing to them in the text. 





EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS. 


A Treatise on THE Law or Executors AND ADMINIS- 
TRATORS, AND OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE ESTATES 
or Decgzasep Persons. By Sruart CuNNINGHAM 
Macasxiz, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Macaskie does not give any hint of the class for 
whose benefit his book is meant. If it is intended for 
the practitioner, we fear we must say that it can hardly 
be successful. The subject is not one which, for the 
purpose of practice, lends itself easily to abridgment. 
A large part of it consists of judge-made law, to be 
gathered from numerous cases, and most of the rules 
which have been laid down are honeycombed with ex- 
ceptions and qualifications. Not only are the cases cited 
by Mr. Macaskie only a small selection from the mass 
of decisions on the subject, but there is too mach 
of what we may term gliding over difficulties to suit 
the reader who wants to find help in the decision of 
the points which come before him in practice. Thus, in 
the chapter on the duties of the legal personal repre- 
sentative, under the head of “ Payment of Debts,” the 
author says that ‘‘if the deceased should have died in- 
solvent, the administration of the assets will be 
by section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, upon which, 
however, a somewhat narrow construction has been put.” 
What this construction is he fails to tell us, beyond a 
reference in the foot-note to Re Suche & 7o. (L. R. 1 Ch. 
D. 48). So again, on p. 130, we are told that the rule that 
an executor who trades with the assets must account for 
the whcle of the fund, if it should be lost, and for the 
whole of the fund and profits, if the venture should be 
successful, “was perhaps somewhat narrowed by the 
decision’in Vyse v. Foster, but the facts of that case 
were peculiar, and the case one of great hardship.” 
And on p. 139 we read that “in one or two cases an 
inquiry has been ordered what would be a proper 
remuneration to a solicitor-executor for his trouble, but 
these cases are altogether exceptional.” What the pro- 
fessional reader wants to be told is, how far and in what 
way a rule has been narrowed by a decision, and under 
what exceptional circumstances an inquiry as to the 
remuneration of a solicitor-executor has been ordered. 
But if Mr. Macaskie’s book is intended for the student, 
it is likely to be useful, for it presents the leading prin- 
ciples of the law in a terse form; it is apparently 
accurate as far as it goes, and the style in which it is 
written is easy and interestiug. 





RAILWAYS. 


Tue Law or Rartway Compantes, BEING A COLLECTION OF 
THE Acrs AND ORDERS RELATING TO Rattway Com- 
PANIES, WITH Nores OF ALL THE CASES DECIDED THEREON, 
&c. By J. H. Batrour Browns, Barrister-at-Law, 
Registrar to the Railway Commissioners, and H. 8. 
THEOBALD, Barrister-at-law. Stevens & Sons. 


This is a book of which there is little to be said except 
that it includes all the Acts directly or indirectly relat- 
ing to railways, and that the decisions on the leading 
Acts have been diligently collected and concisely stated 
in notes following the sections to which they relate. The 
Lands Clauses Act is aunotated with great elaboration 
and care, and in many of the notes—e.g., that relating to 
the cases in which a landowner is entitled to compen- 
sation—the decisions are well grouped. Their effect, so 
far as we have examined them, appears to be correctly 
stated. The Acts are arranged in chronological order, 
and the orders made under the Railway Companies Act, 
1867, the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, and the 
Orders in Council under the Explosives Act, 1875, so far 
as they affect railway companies, are also printed. We 
are surprised to observe that some sections from the 
Local Government Act, 1858, are printed at p. 413, 
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although that Act was wholly repealed by 38 & 39 Vict, 
c. 55, 8. 343. The appendix contains the Standing Orders 
of the House of Commons and the bye-laws relating to 
the conveyance of railway passengers approved by the 
Board of Trade. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I understand that the question of acknow- 
ledging in some suitable way the hospitality which 
the:London members of this society have received at the 
society’s various provincial meetings is now under the 
consideration of a committee of the council, who have 
some difficulty in determining the most fitting way of 
entertaining the provincial members. 

The chief aim should be to entertain as many as pos- 
sible inthe most agreeable and acceptable manner, and 
at thesame time to utilize the opportunity to advance 
and promote the interests of the society, and to create and 
foster a feeling of amity and goodwill between the various 
members of the society, most of whom. sre comparative 

to each other. A public banquet has neces- 
sarily-been suggested, as well as a conversazione or @ Con- 
cert. Some, however, of the younger and more active 
members of the council would, I have some reason to 
suppose, prefer a ball. I cannot doubt that the council 
will be most desirous of adopting that method of enter- 
tainment which shall be found to be most acceptable to 
the largest number of members, as well as be most likely 
to be best appreciated, I do not know in what.way 
the expenses are to be borne, but ifthe London® bers 
are to be asked to contribute individually, it world seem 
that care should be'taken to ascertain what may be the 
views of the members of the society generally, umlees, of 
course, the council are tolerably sure that the course 
they may adopt will be generally acceptable. For my 
own part; whether there is or is not to be a dinner, 
I am quite satisfied that a ball will afford - attrac- 
tions and advantages. which no other kind of entertain- 
ment. can possibly afford. The society’s hall, library, 
and adjacent rooms afford most admirable accommoda- 
tion for receiving a large number of guests at a dancing 
party, and if the voice of the ladies is to be allowed to 
exercise even the smallest influence, there cannot be a 
doubt but that they would largely declare in favour of a 
ball. 
The truth is that the society wants, to some extent, 
popularizing amongst the younger and rising members of 
the profession, who would infinitely prefer the attrac- 
tions of a dance to the delicacies of a well-appointed 
banquet, or the most popular or classical musi¢ which 
could be performed, either of which can, of course, be 
obtained almost as advantageously outside the society as 
within its ranks. This, however, would not be the case 
with a ball, which, held in the society's hall, would pre- 
sent an appearance which could hardly be obtained else- 
where in London. 

It would not be difficult to point out that the prepara- 
tions for a ball would be far less onerous than those for 
any other kind of entertainment, and I cannot help 
feeling that the elder members of the profession will not 
allow their natural preference for a dinner to outweigh 
the attractions, probably to some of themselves, as to 
the great majority of the younger and rising members of 
the profession in London and in the country, which a 
ball would be certain to afford. 3 
' Apologizing for trespassing so much upon your 
valuable space in respect to a question of comparatively 
emall—though from one point of view of no slight—im- 
portance, and trusting to hear the sentiments of other 
members of the society through the medium of your 
widely-circulated journal, I beg to subscribe myself, 

Jan.21. A Consexvative Mempen or rue Sotrery. 





AFFIDAVITS OF RESIDUE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—It may be interesting to some to know that in the 
Chancery Registrar’s Office where anorder directs so much 
of asum of congols as will raise £100 to be sold, and “ so 
much of the residue’’ of the consols as will raise £50 to 
be also sold, no directions’ for sale of consols to raise 
this latter sum will be granted without an affidavit 
being sworn and filed, and the office copy produced: 
showing the amount of such “ residue,” although such 
amount is already shown by the Paymaster General's. 
certificate of the fund in court. 

If, however, instead of the words ‘‘so much of the 
residue’? the words ‘so much more of the consols’”’ be 
used, then the foregoing affidavit is not required. It is- 
to be regretted that the registrar’s clerk, when invited 
to explain the distinction between these two expressions, 
and the use of the affidavit in the former case, should 
have had “no time to discuss abstract questions.” 

Jan. 24. W. H. G. 


[We believe that the Chancery Paymaster invariably 
requires an affidavit where the word “ residue”’-is used 
in such a case as that referred to by our correspondent, 
Why it should be necessary for the Paymaster, knowing 
better than anyone else the amount of the residue, to 
require this affidavit, seems difficult to explain. If 
under the Chancery Funds Rules he does not consider 
himself at liberty to dispense with it, the sooner the 
rules are altered the better.—Eb. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


DezatH or Lunatic—Ricuts oF Reat AND PeErsonan 
REPRESENTATIVES—APPLICATION OF MoNEY ARISING FROM. 
Sate or Reat Estate—Partition Act, 1868 (31 & 32 
Vict. c. 40), s. 8.—In a case of Inve Barker, in Lunacy, 
before James and Cotton, L.JJ., on the 24th inst., a question 
was raised between the real and personal representatives of a: 
deceased lunatic as to the right to a sum of money which had 
arisen from the sale of real estate of the lunatic, but which 
was standing in court to the account of the lunatic generally. 
The lunatic was under the will of his father entitled to an 
undivided ninth share of real estate. Before he had been 
found a lunatic an action was commenced for the partition of 
the estate, and after he had been found a lunatic a decree 
was made, under section 4 of the Act, at the request of par- 
ties interested in the property to the extent of a moiety, for 
a sale of the property. Under this decree a sale took place, 
and the lunatic’s share of the purchase-money was ordered 
to be carried over to his account generally, instead of to the 
account of his real estate. After bis death the money was 
claimed by his personal representatives as well as by his 
heir-at-law. Section 8 of the Partition Act provides that | 
sections 23 to 25 of the Leases and Sales of Settled Estates 
Act (19 & 20 Vict. c. 120), ‘shall extend and apply to money 
to be received on any sale effected under the authority of this 
Act.” Section 23 of the Leases and Sales of Settled Estates 
Act provides that ‘all money to be received on any sale 
effected under the authority of this Act . . . shall be 
applied as the court sball from time to time direct to some 
one or more of the pr ge purposes—namely, the pur- 
chase or redemption of the land tax, or the discharge or 
redemption of any incumbrance affecting the hereditaments in 
respect of which such money was paid, or affecting any other 
hereditaments subject to the same uses or trusts; or the 
purchase of other hereditaments to be settled in the same 
manner as the hereditaments in respect of which the money 
was paid; or the payment to any person becoming abso- 
lutely entitled.” Their Lorpsuirs field that the circume 
stance that the money had been carried to the general account 
of the lunatic, instead of to the account of bis real estate, 
could not affect the rights of the parties, The lunatic 
himself was not in a position to make an election to take the 
money as personal estate, and the Court of Lunacy had never 
made any election for him. And their lordships were of 

at, though section 23 of the Leases an 
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estates, yet, as it was perfectly general in its words, when it 
was read into the Partition Act there was no such limita- 
tion on the generality of its meaning, and consequently it 
applied, not only to the case of settled property sold in a 
partition action, but to any property sold in such an action. 
The money was, therefore, to be paid to “any person 
becoming absolutely entitled,” and the heir-at-law of the 
deceased owner was such a person. The money in court, 
therefore, belonged to the lunatic’s heir-at-law.—So.icirors, 
Ridsdale, Craddock, & Ridsdale. 





Leave To APPEAL AFTER EXPIRATION oF TIME—SPECTAL 
CrrcumsTances—Orp. 58, R. 15.—In a case of In ve The 
Normanton Iron and Steel Company, an application was 
made to the Court of Appeal, on the 24th inst., for leave to 
appeal from an order of Jessel, M.R., notwithstanding the ex. 
piration of the twenty-one days limited by rule 15 of order 58. 
Jessel, M.R., had, following his own previous decision in Jn 
ve Printing and Numerical Registering Company (26 W. R. 
627, L. R. 8 Ch. D. 535), held that, by virtue of section 10 
of the Judicature Act of 1875, section 87 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, is imported into the winding up of a company, 
and consequently that the proceeds of an execution which 
had been levied on the company’s goods belonged to the 
liquidator, for the benefit of the company’s creditors 
generally, and not to the execution creditor. The Court of 
Appeal having since, in In re The Withernsea Brick Works 
(29 W. R. 178, ante, p. 135), reversed this view of the construc- 
tion of section 10 of the Act of 1875, the execution creditor 
desired to appeal from the decision of Jessel, M.R. The fund 
which had under the order been paid over to the liquidator 
had not been distributed by him, but remained still in his 
hands. It formed the only assets of the company, and the 
liquidator had incurred costs in advertising for creditors, 
Under these circumstances the court (James, Brett, and 
Corton, L.JJ.) held that leave to appeal ought to be given, 
but that the liquidator must be paid out of the fund all costs 
properly paid or incurred by him on the faith of the validity 
of the order. This would include the costs of advertising for 
creditors, But the liquidator was not entitled, as had been 
contended, to charge the fund with remuneration for his 
services, nor ought the costs of any creditors incurred by 
them in consequence of the liquidator’s advertisement to be 
paid out of it. James, L.J., said this was not like the case 
of a man who had got money into his hands under an order 
of the court, and whose statutory right to keep it after the 
expiration of the time limited for appealing ought to be 
maintained. In the present case the money was still in the 
hands of the officer of the court to be dealt with. Bnrert, 
L.J., said that each case must depend on its own circum- 
stances, If the money had been distributed among the 
creditors, the distribution ought not to have been altered. 
But, as the money was still in the hands of the court, there 
was no reason why that which by law belonged to one man 
should be given to another.— Soticitors, Tahourdins & 
Hargreaves ; Singleton § Tattershali. 





ApreaAL—ABANDONMENT—CostTs.—In a case of Chariton 
v. Charlton, before the Court of Appeal on the 26th inst., 
a motion was made for the dismissal of an appeal under the 
following circumstances :— An order having been made that 
part of a fund, which had been set apart to meet the costs 
which should be found due to the former solicitor of the 
plaintiffs, should be released, the solicitor, on the 20th 
of December, served a notice of appeal from the order. 
The appeal was not set down, and on the 12th of January 
the appellant wrote to the respondents’ solicitor that he 
withdrew his notice of appeal. Before, however, this 
letter was received the respondents’ solicitor had delivered 
briefs to counsel to oppose the appeal, and on the 12th of 
January he wrote to the appellant, telling him that he 
had already delivered briefs to oppose the appeal, and 
asking him to give an undertaking to pay the respondents’ 
costs of the appeal ; otherwise, he said, he should take pro- 
ceedings to enforce payment. No answer having been 
sent to this letter, the respondents’ solicitor, on the 19th 
of January, served @ notice of motion before the Court of 
Appeal for the dismissal of the appeal for want of proseou- 
tion, and that the respondents might be ordered to pay 
the costs of the appeal, andof the motion. On the hearing 
of this motion it was urged on behalf of the appellant that 





F 


the respondents were entitled only to the costs of an 
doned motion. The court (Jusszt, M.R., and Brerr 
Cortrox, L.JJ.), held that the must have: 
costs of the motion, and that the appeal mast be dismi 
with costs. But Jesszn, M.R., said that this would 
preclude the taxing master from considering whether 
respondents’ briefs had been properly delivered before 
appeal had been set down.—Sorictrors, W. Hi 
Jackson ; H. W. Chatterton. 


— 
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ApPEAL—ORDER Givinc Trme—DISCRETION OF JUDGE, 
—In a case of De Mora v. Concha, before the Court of Ap- 
peal on the 26th inst., an appeal was brought from an 
order made by Bacon, V.C., in court, giving the respondent 
six months for the completion of evidence in answer to the 
appellant’s evidence. The court (JesseL, M.R., and Brerr 
and Corton, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, saying that it 
was an appeal from the exercise of a discretion by the judge, 
and that the Court of Appeal would not interfere unless it was 
very clearly shown that his discretion had been wrongly exer- 
cised. This had not been shown in the present case. 
Corton, L.J., said that appeals in cases of applications for 
time ought to be discouraged. Jesset, M.R., expressed 
some astonishment at finding that the hearing of an appli- 
cation of this kind had been adjourned by the Vice-Chan- 
cellor into court. He said that the practice in his own 
chambers was that applications for time should be heard by 
a junior clerk, subject, of course, to the right of appeal to 
the judge in chambers. He should not even allow the costs 
of employiog counsel in chambers in such a case. BRert, 
and Corron, L.JJ., declined to express any opinion as to 
ae was the better practice.—Sonicirors, Ward, Mills, 
& Co, 





Cross-NoTIcE oF AppEAL—QUESTION NOT AFFECTING 
OricgInaL APPELLANT—OrpD. 58, k. 6.—In a case of In re 
Cavander’s Trusts, before the Court of Appeal on the 26th 
inst., a question arose as to the validity of a cross-notice of 
appeal, given by a respondent under rule 6 of order 58. The 
appellant having served his notice of appeal, one of the 
respondents gave notice to all the parties (including the 
appellant), that on the hearing of the appeal he should con- 
tend that the order appealed from ought to be varied in a 
manner which he specified. The variation thas suggested 
would not have affected the interest of the appellant. The 
Court (Jessen, M.R., and Brerr and Corron, L.JJ.) held 
that, under such circumstances, rule 6 did not apply, and 
that the respondent ought to have given an i 
notice of appeal. JxsseL, M.R., said that, thongh the last 
words of rale 6, ‘‘ he shall give notice of such intention to any 
parties who may be affected by such contention”- are —_ 
general, yet, looking at the introductory words, “ It 
not, under any circumstances, be necessary for a respondent 
to give notice of motion by way of cross- ”” it was 
obvious that the notice of the respondent’s intention was 
only intended to be a substitute for a cross-appeal. A cross- 
appeal must necessarily affect the original appellant, but it 
might affect other parties, and, if it did, notice must be given 
to them. It was not intended that a respondent should be 
able, by a notice under the rule, to raise some new question 
between himself and other respondents which did not affect 
the appellant. If a respondent wished to bring forward a 
new question of that kind, he must give a fresh notice of 
appeal. It was nota cross-appeal. That this must be so 
appeared also from the consideration that the notice must be 
given to the appellant, and why should notice be given to 
him when ex Aypothesi he had no interest in the matter ? Hig 
lordship added that be was reported to have said in one case, 
and he probably did say, that, after such a notice had been 
given, the appellant could not withdraw his appeal, bat that 
only meant that the appeal could not be withdrawn so ag to 
prevent the respondent who had given the notice from 
raising the question mentioned init. Under the circumstances 
leave was given to the respondent to serve a notice of appeal, 
It should be observed that this decision appears to conflict 
with that of the Court of Appeal (James, Brett, 
Cotton, L.JJ.) in Ralph v. Carrick (28 W. R. 67, L. Rv 1 
Ch. D. 878), which case, however was not referred to. 
_— T. W. Buckler; W. H. Orchard; Fianis 
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Wirt—Sprcuat Power or APPoINTmENT—REsIDUARY 
E—Witis Act, s. 27—PRopERTY INEFFECTUALLY 
APPOINTED COMPRISED IN Resmpuary Devisse.—In a 
ease of Freme v. Clement, before the Master of the Rolls 
on the 25th inst., a question arose, where in a will, 
dated after the Wills Act, a special power of appointment, 
given to him bya settlement before the Wills Act, was 
exercised by. the testater, but so that the appointment was 
void for remoteness, and where. the will contained a resi- 
duary devise in favour of come of the objects of the power, 
whether the property comprised within the power passed to 
the residuary devisee or passed as in default of appointment. 
The question turned to a great extent upon the meaning of 
the word “devise” in the various sections of the Wills Act, 
and whether it included a special power of appointment. 
JesseL, M.R., was of opinion that, although the instrument 
giving the power was executed before the Wills Act, still 
that the appointment was to be construed as to its execution 
and construction according to the law then io force, and, 
therefore, that the rules under the Wills Act would apply 
to the construction of the appoiatment. After an elabor- 
ate examination of the various sections of the Wills Act, he 
came to the conclusion that the avords devise and bequest in 
the 27th and other sections included property over which the 
testator had a special power of appointment, and, therefore, 
that the property comprised withia the appointment passed 
under the residuary devise in the will.—Soticitors, Field, 
Roscoe, & Co, ; Brownlow § Howe ; Dean § Taylor; R. M. 
$ F. Lowe, 


Practice — Souiciror — Detivery or BiLi —- WiTH- 
DRAWAL—OrpDER TO Tax—SpeEciat CrrcumsTances.—In a 
case of Re Holroyde & Smith, before the Master of the 
Rolls on the 21st inst., a motion was made to discharge a 
common urder to tax a solicitor’s bill. On the 8th of No- 
vember Messrs. Holroyde & Smith sent their client, a Mr. 
Mitchell, a bill of their solicitor and client costs of an action 
conducted by them, but the bill was not signed, The bill 
had charged (inter alia) £5 5s. a day for certain journeys 
to London, instead of the usual charge of £3 3s. Mitchell’s 
new solicitors wrote to Holroyde & Smith on the 17th of 
November, stating they had instructions to have the bill 
taxed, and had they any suggestions to make to avoid a tax- 
ation. An interview took place between the solicitors, but 
they did not come to avy agreement, and on the 19th of 
November Holroyde & Smith wrote to Mitchell enclosing 
a fresh bill, and stating that, “inasmuch as you have sus- 
tained a loss in this matter by extra costs, it is our desire 
to relieve you as much as possible, and we should be sorry 
to have any unpleasantness, and therefore, upon considera- 
tion, we have made out a fresh bill of costs, which we 
desire you to accept in lieu of the former one, and, in fact, 
we beg to give you notice we only consider yon liable upon 
the bill sent with this letter.” Mitchell subsequently ob- 
tained the common order for taxation, and Holroyde & 
Smith now moved to discharge it, on the ground that there 
were special circumstances justifying them in withdrawing 
the bill, and that the case fell within the authority of Re 
Chambers (34 Beav. 177). Jzsset, M.R., wasof opinion 
that there were nv special circumstances in the case to 
bring it within the principle of the decision in Re Chambers ; 
and he therefore refused the motion, with costs.—SoLict- 
tors, Layton & Jaques; Bower & Cotton. 


Practice—ABsconDING DerENDANT—SUBSTITUTED SER- 
vice—EQquiTaBLe MortcaGe—Ru_es or Court, 1875, Orn. 
92. 2.—In a case of Wolverhampton and Staffordshire Banking 
Company v. Bond, also before the Master of the Rolls on the 
2lst inst., a motion was made for substituted service of the 
= or aes for notice in rai service. The plain- 
tiffs were equitable mortgagees, Bon ing the mortgagor, 
who had absconded in May last. None of his pee a 
knew where he was, though it was believed he had gone to 
Australia. Jusse1, M-R., gave leave for substituted service 
on the defendant's relations, and directed advertisements to 
be inserted in the Times and in a local paper; he also re- 
quired the production of an affidavit showing that the value 
of the property was not substantially more than the amount 
of the incumbrances on the property, and ired the plain- 
tiffs to undertake to — a sale at the trial.—Soricirors, 
Uithorne, Currey, § Villiers, for Neve ¢ Rutter, Wolver- 
hampton, 





Company—AGREEMENT FoR User oF Parents in Con. 
SIDERATION OF Payment out oF Divipenps—Imp.iep Con- 
TRACT TO CONTINUE Busingss—WINDING UP.—In acase of Re 
Edison Telephone Company of London, before the Master of the 
Rolls on the 22nd inst., an application for a winding-up 
order of the company was made by a sharebolder, on the 
ground that the company had ceased to carry on business 
by reason of its having sold its property to another com- 


pany, in consideration of shares in the latter, in pursuance © 


of a power to that effect in its memorandum. A patentee 
by certain agreements had sold certain patent rights to the 
company in consideration of their paying him half their 
surplus dividends after £5 per cent. had been paid to their 
shareholders. By the articles, dividends were only payable 
out of net profits, and by another article the patentee was 
entitled in respect of one share allotted to him to exercise 
half the voting power of the shareholders. The patentee 
now objected to any winding-up order being made, on the 
und that the company had impliedly contracted with 
im to continue their business so as to enable them to 
carry out their agreement with him. The liabilities of the 
company, except under the agreement with the patentee, had 
all been provided for. JEsset, M.R., was of opinion that 
it was a case for a winding-up order notwithstanding the 
dissent of the patentee. According to his agreement with 
the company he was only to be paid by means of dividends, 
and these were only payable out of net profits. His conten- 
tion that the company were impliedly bound to continue 
their business had really no bearing on the present case, 
because, according to their memorandum, of which the 
patentee had notice, the company had an absolute power to 
sell their business as they thought fit, and to prevent any 
injustice to the patentee the power had evidently been in- 
serted giving him the preponderance of voting power. The 
company had sold their business out and out, and had taken 
as the consideration certain shares in the buying company, 
which shares were doubtless part of their assets and saleabie 
as such. The company could not earn any further dividends, 
and there was nothing left to be done but to divide the pro- 
ceeds of the sale among the shareholders. The patentee 
might have a claim on the assets, but, in his opinion, he had 
no right to stop the making of a winding-up order, which 
his lordship accordingly made. He also refused to stay the 
proceedings in the winding up pending an appeal.—Soricr- 
tors, Freshfields & Williams ; Renshaw & Renshaw ; Water- 
house & Winterbotham. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY 
REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. Recistrar Pepys, acting as Chief Judge). 
Jan. 25.— Re Challis. 

New first meeting under liquidation petition ordered, by consent 
of creditors who have voted against resolutions for liquida- 
tion by arrangement, notwithstanding that a petition for 
adjudication has been presented against the debtor. 

This was an application for leave to convene a new first 
meeting of creditors under a petition for liquidation pre- 
sented by A. J. Challis. 

It appeared that at the original meeting, held on the 
19th of January, resolutions were proposed for liquidation 
by arrangement of the affairs of the debtor, and five credi- 
tors whose debts amounted to £2,200 voted in favour thereof, 


and five other creditors whose debts amounted to about - 


£200 voted against them. The resolutions were therefore 
lost, a majority in number of the creditors not being ob- 
tained, and since the meeting Messrs. Taylor & Sons, who 
were large creditors, had presented a petition for adjudica- 
tion against the debtor. Rather thar the matter should go 
into bankruptcy the dissenting creditors now expressed 
their willingness to assent to resolutions for liquidation by 
arrangement, and they consented to the present application 
mie made. 
. Reed, in support of the application. 

Mr, Recistrar Pepys: Do I distinetly understand that 
all the creditors who dissented from the resolutions are now 
-—~ that a new meeting be appointed P 

said that was so. 

Mr. Reaistrar Pepys said, that under the circumstances, 
leave would be given to convene a new meeting. 

Solicitors, Layton, Son, & Co, 
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OBITUARY. 


MR. GEORGE MOUNSEY GRAY. 

Mr. George Mounsey Gray, solicitor, late of Staple-inn, 
-died at his residence, 7, Upper Bedford-place, on the 19th 
rinst., at the age of eighty-five. The deceased, who was one 
of the oldest solicitors in London, was the son of the late 
‘Mr. John Gray, his mother having been a daughter of Mr. 
“George Mounsey, of Carlisle, and he was born in 1795. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1818, and practised at 9, Staple- 
inn for about fifty years. He was formerly in partnership 
with Mr. Henry Mounsey, next with Mr. Richard Baynes 
Armstrong, and finally with Mr. Ewart Simon Mounsey. 
‘About twelve years ago he retired from practice on account 
of failing strength. Mr. Gray had for many years a large 
private practice, and was the head of a firm having an exten- 
ive ageocy connection with the North of England. 





MR. FRANCIS HUNT. 

Mr. Francis Hunt, solicitor, formerly of Witney, died at 
Oxford, from bronchitis, on the 17th inst. The deceased was 
born in 1809, and was admitted a solicitor about the year 
‘1837. He formerly practised at Witney, but he retired from 
business several years ago. Mr. Hunt had for many years an 
‘extensive practice at Witney, where he held several public 
appointments. He was clerk to the Witney Board of 
Guardians, and superintendent registrar, and also clerk to 
‘the county magistrates and to the Commissioners of Land, 
‘Assessed, and Income Taxes for the hundred of Bampton. 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW AMENDMENT SOCIETY. 
Mareiep Womens’ Property. 


A paper on the Bill toamend the Acts relating to the 
.property of married women which has been introdaced 
this session, was read by Mr. C. B. B. M’Laren, M.P., on 
Saturday. The chair was taken by Mr. J. Hinde Palmer, 
‘Q.C., M.P. Mr. M’Laren maintained that the law with 
respect to the property of married women ought to be 
fondamentally changed in accordance with the relations 
of modern society, and that all emendments ought to pro- 
ceed upon the principle that the labour of each of the 
partners in matrimony should be for the use of both, and 
-that neither partner should be responsible for the acts of 
the other. The Bill of 1881 proceeded upou this principle, 
and at the outset it enacted that the act of marriage 
-should leave the property both of busband and wife un- 
. affected. It secured in the case of a happy marriage the 
enjoyment of this property to both, while in the case of 
domestic differences it gave to each the complete dominion 
over his or her separate estate. The Bill really secared to 
all women the advantages now possessed only by the rich, 
who could afford the luxary of a settlement ; and it thus 
revealed what really amoanted to an oppressive and pro- 
-hibitive tax upon jastice to the poor. Oat of every thirteen 
wives not more than two could pay for or really under- 
stand the need of a murriage settlement; bat this Bill 
would afford protection to all, The Bill might be madea 
complete code of the law of conjagal property ; but this 
would be.too bold an effort. Some of its details, however, 
were valuable instalments of reform. 
Sir Arthur Hobhouse, Mr. G. Palmer, M.P., Mr. Horace 
Davey, M.P., Sir D. Wedderburn, M.P., and some others 
having spoken in favour of the principle of the Bill, the 
chairman, in summing up the discussion, said that consider- 
ing the character of the present Bill, he was not sorry that it 
would have to undergo the ordeal of examination by a select 
committee of the House of Commons. Referring to a passage 
in. the speech in which Lord Cairns introduced Mr. Russell 
‘Gurney’s Bill of 1870 in the House of Lords, he said Lord 
Cairns had there laid down what the promoters of this Bill 
wished to see carried into effect. The Lord Chancellor had, 


in a private interview, had the provisions of the Bill ex- 
plained to him, and Mr. Palmer said he thought he was 
“justified in ex 

of the gen 


that his lordship took a favourable view 


in 
principles upon which they proceeded. 





WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE LAW 
SOCIETY, 


The general annual meeting was held in the library on 
January 24, 1881, at which the following members were 
present:—Mr. T.G. Hyde, president, in the chair, and 
Messrs. W. P. Hughes, vice-president, R. P. Hill, Cutler, 
Beale, Parker, Jeffery, Davis, Allen, hov. secretary. 

The treasurer’s accounts showing a balance of £75 2s. 7d 
were audited and passed ; the report of the committee last 
year was read and adopted. 

The following election of officers for the present year took 


place :— 

Mr, T. G. Hyde, president; Mr. W. P. Haghes, vice- 
president ; Mr. W. Allan, treasurer and also hon. secretary. 
All the above-named gentlemen were re-elected. Messrs. 
Beale, Barker, H. Corbett, Jeffery, and Davis were elected 
on the committee for the present year. 

It was resolved that a sum of £5 be given ont of the 
funds of the society for providing prizes for the Worcester 
and Worcestershire Law Students’ Society under regulations 
to be made by the committee. A vote of thanks was 
passed to the president for fis services during the past 
year. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION.- 
EasTtER ExAMINATION, 1881. 
Examination of Candidates for Pass Certificates. 

Sn attention of students is requested to the following 
rules :— 

No student admitted after the 31st of December, 1872, 
shall receive from the council the certificate of fitness for 
call to the bar required by the four Inns of Court unless 
he shall have passed a satisfactory examination in the 
following subjects—viz., (1) Roman law; (2) The law 
ms real and personal property ; (3) Common law; and (4) 

uity. 

‘No alias admitted after the 31st of December, 1872, 
shall be examined for call to the bar until he shall have 
kept nine terms; except that students admitted after that 
day shall have the option of passing the examination in 
Roman law at any time after having kept four terms. 

An examination will be held in April next, to which a 
student of any of the Inns of Court, who is desirous of 
becoming a candidate for a certificate of fitness for. being 
called to the bar, will be admissible. 

Each student proposing to submit himself for examination 
will be required to enter his name, personally or by letter, 
at the treasurer’s or steward’s office of the Inu of Court to 
which he belongs, on or before Thursday, the 24th day of 
March next ; and he will further be required to state in 
writing whether his object in offering himself for examina- 
tion is to obtain a certificate preliminary to a call to the 
bar; or whether he is merely desirous of passing the 
examination in Roman law under the above-stated rule. 

The examination will commence on Tuesday, the 5th 
day of April next, and will be continued on the Wednesday, 
Thursday, and Friday following. 

It will take place in the hall of Lincoln’s-inn ; and the 
doors will be closed ten minutes alter the time appointed for 
the commencement of the examination. 

The examination by printed questions will be conducted 
in the following order:—Tuesday morning, April 5, at ten 
until one, on the law of real and personal property ; Wed- 
nesday morning, April 6, at ten until one, on common law ; 
Thursday morning, April 7, at ten until one, on equity ; 
Friday morning, April 8, at ten until ove, on Roman law. 

The ora] examination will be conducted in the same 
order, and on the same subjects, as above appointed for the 
examination by printed questions. 

The examiner in the law of real and personal property 
will examine in the following subjects:—The elementary 
principles of the law of real and personal property, with 
reference chiefly to the treatises of Mr. Joshua Williams on 
those subjects. 

The examiner in common law will examine in the follow- 
ing subjects :—(1) The law of contracts ; (2) The law of 
torts; (3) Criminal law; (4) The procedure in the common 
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law divisions of the High Court of Justice. Candidates 
wet be examined on general and elementary principles 
of law. 

The examiner in equity will examine in the following 
subjects:—(1) Trusts ; (2) Administration of assets. Candi- 
dates will be examined in the above-mentioned subjects. 

The examiners in Roman law will examine in the Insti- 
tutes of Justinian, books 1 and 2; book 8, title 13, to the 
end of the book; book 4, titles 1 to 5 inclusive. 


os 


Trinity Examination, 1881. 


Examination of Candidates for Studentships, Honours, and 
Pass Certificates. 

oa attention of students is requested to the following 
rules :— 

As an encouragement to tudents to study jurisprudence 
and Roman law, twelve studentships of one hundred 
guineas each shall be established, and divided equally into 
two classes ; the first class of studentships to continue for 
two years, and to be open for competition to any student 
as to whom not more than four terms shall have elapsed 
since he kept his first term; and the second class to con- 
tinue for one year only, and to be open for competition to 
any student, not then already entitled to a studentship 
as,to whom not less than four and not more than eight terms 
shall have elapsed since he kept his first term ; two of each 
class of such studentships to be awarded by the council, on 
the recommendation of the committee, after every examina- 
tion before Hilary and Trinity Terms respectively, to the 
two students of each set of competitors who shall have 
= the best examination in both jurisprudence and 

law. But the committee shall not be obliged 
to recommend any studentship to be awarded if the result 
of the examination be such as in their opinion not to justify 
such recommendation. 

No student admitted after the 3lst of December, 1872, 
shall receive from the council the certificate of fitness for 
call to the bar required by the four Inns of Court unless 
he shall have passed a satisfactory examination in the 
following subjects—viz., (1) Roman law; (2) The law of 
real and personal property; (3) Common law; and (4) 
Equity. 

No student admitted after the 3lst of December, 1872, 
shall be examined for call to the bar until he shall bave 
kept nine terms; except that students admitted after that 
day shall have the option of passing the examination in 
Roman law at any time after having kept four terms. 

An examination will be held in May next, to which a 
stadent of any of the Inns of Court, who is desirous of 
becoming a candida’e for a studentship, or honours, or of 
obtaining a certificate of fitness for being called to the bar, 
will be admissible. 

Each student proposing to submit himself for examination 
will be required to enter his name, personally or by letter, 
at the treasurer’s or steward’s office of the Inn of Court to 
which he belongs, on or before Monday, the 9th day of 
May next; and he will further be required to state in 
writing whether bis object in offering himself for examina- 
tion is to compete for a studentship, or honours, or of 
obtaining a certificate preliminary to a call to the bar, or 
whether he is merely desirous of passing the examination 
in Roman law under the above-stated rule. 

The examination will take place in the hall of Lincoln’s- 
inn ; and the doors will be closed ten minutes after the 
time appointed for the commencement of the examination. 

The examination by printed questions will be conducted 
in the following order :—Monday and Tuesday, May 23 
and 24, at ten until one, and from two until five on each day, 
the examination of candidates for studentships in juris- 
prudence and Roman law, 

The examination of candidates for honours and pass cer- 
tificates, and for pass in Roman law only, will take place as 
follows :—Wednesday morning, May 25, at ten, on real and 
personal property law ; Thursday morning, May 26, at ten, 
on common law; Friday morning, May 27, at ten, on equity; 
Saturday morning, May 28, at ten, on jurisprudence and 
Roman law ; Saturday afternoon, May 28, at two, on con- 
stitutional law and legal listory. 

The oral examination will be conducted in the same order, 
and on the same subjects, as above appointed for the 
examination by printed questions, 





Jurisprudence, International Law, and Roman Law, 

Candidates for the studentships will be examined in al? 
the following subjects :—(1) Institutes of Gaius and Insti- 
tutes of Justinian; (2) Di D., book 4, titles J to 6 
inclusive; (3) History of Roman law; (4) Principles of 
jurisprudence, with special reference to the writings of 
Bentham, Austin, and Maine; (5) Elements of interna- 
tional law; (6) Principles of private international law. 
Candidates for honours will be examined in subjects 
numbered 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6. Candidates for a pass certificate 
will be examined in the Institutes of Justinian, books 1 and 
2; book 8, title 13, to the end of the book ; book 4, titles } 
to 5 inclusive, 

The examiner in the law of real and personal property will 
examine in the following subjects :—The elementary prin- 
ciples of the law of real and personal property, with refer- 
ence chiefly to the treatises of Mr. Joshua Williams oa those 
subjects. Candidates for a pass certificate will be examined 
in the elements of the foregoing subjects ; candidates for- 
honours will have a higher examination. 

The examiner in common Jaw will examine in the follow- 
ing subjects :—(1) The law of contracts; (2) The law of 
torts; (3) Criminal law; (4) The procedure in the common 
law divisions of the High Court of Justice. Candidates for 
a pass certificate will be examined on general and elemen- 
tary principles of law; and from candidates for honours the 
examiner will require a more advanced knowledge of the 
application of those principles, and a knowledge of leading 
decisions, 

The examiner in equity will examine in the — 
subjects :—(1) Trusts; (2) Administration of assets; (3). 
Specific performance; (4) Partnership. Candidates for 
honours will be examined in all the above-mentioned sub- 
jects. Candidates for a pass certificate in those numbered 1 
and 2 only. 

The examiners in constitutional law and legal -history 
will examine in the following books and subjects :—(1) 
Stubb’s Constitutional History of England ; (2) Hallam’s 
Constitutional History; (3) Broom’s Constitutional Law; 
(4) The Principal State Trials of the Stuart Period; (5) the 
concluding chapter of Blackstone's Commentaries, being 
that ‘On the Progress of the Laws of England.” Candi- 
dates for honours will be examined in all the above-men- 
tioned books and subjects. 

By order of the council, 
(Signed) Jas. AnpERsoN, Chairman, pro tem. 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s Inn Hall, Jan 24. 





MIDDLE TEMPLE, 


The following scholarships have been awarded by the 
masters of the bench of the Middle Temple, viz.—Common 
law.—Daniel Francis Browne, a scholarship of 50 guineas ; 
Patrick David Fleming, B.A., Trinity College, Dublin, a 
scholarship of 20 guineas. Real and Personal Property.— 
Reginald C. Saunders, a scholarship of 50 guineas ; David 
Norman M’ Nangbton, a scholarship of 20 guineas. Hquity. 
—William B. Tarpey, University of London, # scholarship 
of 50 guineas; James Andrew Strahan, M.A., Queen's 
University of Ireland, a scholarship of 20 guineas. In- 
ternational and constitutional law.—William H. C. Payne, 
of St. Peter’s College, Cambridge, a scholarship of 50 
guineas; William Clark, a scholarship of 20 guineas. In 
addition to the above, there were awarded to students of 
the Middle Temple, by the Council of Legal Education, 
the following prizes—viz. (1), in respect of the examination 
on the subjects of the different classes, out of an aggregate 
sum of £395 the sum of £295 ; (2) in respect of student- 
ships, out of a snm of 600 guineas the sum of 200 guineas. 
was awarded to Mr, Richard Robert Cherry, a student of 
the Middle Temple. 


UNIVERSITY OF LONDON, 
1881, * 


First Lu.n, EXAMINATION. 
EXAMINATION YOR HONOURS.—JURISPRUDENCE AND ROMAN 
LAW, 
First Class, 
Harris, David Lewis (Exhibition),—Downing Coll., Camb. 
: Third Class, 
Stevenson, George Fredervick,—Private study. 








Se ee bd oe 


Se, oe ee oe 8 SG. hee Olt Coe lt 


~~ 4 © owt eS or Sf Ge 


goewoetfaw Oo CO hw 


eh i iad Bo. oo a 








ee a i, an te | en A 


a ae ee a Oe eS ee 


ee ee Re tt J 








Jan. 29, 1881. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


243 








Robert Weir.—Gray’s-inn and private study. 
Upjohn, Arthur Ritchie.—Private study. 
Holah, Arthur.—Private tuition. 
Lithiby, John.—Private tuition. 
Szconp Lis. Examination. 
EXAMINATION FOR HONOURS.—COMMON LAW AND EQUITY. 
First Class. 

Upjohn, William Henry (Scholarship).—Gray’s-in n. 

Apier, Thomas Bateman.—Private study.* 


iams, Harry Montague.—Private study. 
* Obtained the number of marks qualifying for the scholarship. 


Second Class, 
Robinson, Alfred.—Private study. 
Lawrance, Hamilton Edward.—Private study. 


Third Class. 
Barrs, Henry Hollier Hood.— Private study. 
Bloomer, Charles Edward. —Private study. res] 
Oldfield, Herbert Rooke.— Private study. - 
Sewell, John Thos. Beadsworth.—Univ. Coll. and pr. st, ) © 


Lu.p. ExamIwation, 
Ball, William Edmund Bunting.—Gray’s Inn. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 


Tuesday, January 25.—Mr. Wright, LL.B., in the chair. 
—The subject for debate was as follows:—“‘A., in 
January, 1878, paid into his private account at his bankers 
£1,000, which arose from a security improperly realized 
which he held in trast for B. In February, 1878, he paid 
into the same account £500 of his own moneys, and sub- 
sequently drew out £1,000 for his own purposes. After- 
wards, in January, 1879, he paid in £500 of his own moneys, 
and in February, 1879, £2,000, which also arose from a 
security improperly realized, held in trust for C., and in 
March, 1879, £1,500 of his own moneys, Subsequently he 
drew out for his own purposes £2,500, and died in January, 
1880, insolvent. C. claims £2,000 balance. Is he go en- 
titled?” Mr. F. J. Green opened the question in the 
affirmative, and a debate followed in which Messrs, 
Collier, Van Sommer, Kirk, Napier, and Spiers supported 
the negative, and Mr. Bower the affirmative. The opener 
having replied, the question was put to the meeting and 
decided in the negative by a majority of four votes. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Monday, the 24th of 
January, at the Law Institution, Mr. A. D. Maclaren in the 
chair, when the following moot was discussed :—* Is con- 
tributory negligence a valid defence to an indictment for 
manslaughter”: Reg. v. Burchell (4 F. & F.) The moot 
was opened by Mr. F. O. Edlic in the negative, and he was 
supported by Messrs, Spence, Maxwell, and Parsons, and 
opposed by Mr. Bartrum. The opener replied, and after the 

airman had summed up, the question was decided in the 
negative by a majority of eight votes. 

A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday, the 
26th of January, at Clement’s-inn, Mr. E. F. Spence in the 
chair. The motion on the paper, that “The facilities for 
obtaining divorce ought to be increased,” was brought for- 
ward by Mr. Jenks, who was supported by Messrs, Le Breton, 
Maclaren, and Hilliard, and opposed by Messrs, Bull, Bate- 
man, Napier, Acland, Kittle, Jackson, Parsons, Spence, and 
Bamford, The opener replied, and upon a division the 
motion was lost by a majority of two votes against it, 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The undermentioned gentlemen were on Wednesday called 
to the bar :— 

Inner Tempre.—William Ebenezer Grigsby, holder of a 
certificate of honour, second class, Trinity, 1880, first class 
studentship, Hilary, 1874, awarded by the Council ot Legal 
Education, and Barstow Law Scholar, 1879, B.C.L., Oxford, 
and LL.D., London; William Edward Maxwell; Alfred 
Milner, M.A., Oxford ; Arthur Jacob Ashton, B.A., Oxford ; 
Charles John Syer Wilkinson, Cambridge ; sewtngne 
Shearman, B,A., Oxford; Colin Jamieson ; Stanislas Mat- 
thew Rhodes, Dublin; William Honry Myers, M.A., Oxford ; 
James Sidebottom, B,A., Cambridge ; James Hay, B.A., 
LL.B., Cambridge; William Anthony Byam Musgrave, 


B.A., 
Clode, B.A., Oxford; Alfred Doran, B.A., Camridge;. 
Thomas Eustace Smith, holder of a pupil scholarship in 
real pro} awarded by the Inner Temple, July, 1878; 
Archibald Bence-Jones, Oxford; Charles Stephen Hunter, 
B.A. and LL.B., Cambridge ; Edward Fanecourt Mitchell, 
B.A, and LL.B., Cambridge ; James Edward Aldous, B.A.,. 
Cambridge; Stanley John Weyman, B.A., Oxford; Harry 
Arthur Pearson, 8.A., Cambridge ; James Greenwood, and 
Richard Williamson Harper, B.A., Cambridge, Esqs. 

Mippie Tempte.—Percy Petten Easton, St. Alban’s 
Hall, Oxford, M.A.; George Paris Bradshawe, Charsley’s 
Hall, Oxford, M.A. ; Edward Bushnell Chambers, Pembroke 
College, Cambridge, M.A.; John George Cox; Arthur 
Gwynne James, Trinity College, Cambridge, LL.B., holder 
of a studentship of 100 guineas, granted by the Inns of 
Court, in Roman law and jurispradence ; Robert Colin Ring- 
rose, Edinburgh University, M.A., Middle Temple, 100 
guineas scholar in real and personal property; Aibert Wil- 
liam Chaster, University of London, LL.B. ; Bernard Bati- 
gan Hackney; William Thomas Raymond; Alfred V. 
Suice Smith; Nathaniel Joseph Highmore ; William Red- 
bead Edmund Barker; Simon John Fraser Macleod, 
University of London, LL.B., Middle Temple, fifty guineas 
scholar in equity, and 100 guineas scholar in international 
and constitutional law, and holder of a studentship 
of 100 guineas granted by the Inns of Court in Roman 
law and jurisprudencs ; Clarendon Golding Hyde, King’s 
College, London, Associate ;,and Archibald Nugent Robert- 
son, Esqs. 

Lincotn’s Inn.—Herbert Batty, M.A., Cambridge, and 
of the Bombay Civil Service, Common Law Lecture Prize- 
man, December examination, 1879 ; Frank Thomas Law- 
rence, University of London; Benjamin Francis Conn 
Costelloe, B.A., Oxford ; William Summers, B.A., Oxford 
- for Staleybridge); Harold de Vaux Brougham ; 

dward Gordon Williams, jan., B.A., Cambridge ; Montagu 
Lewis Parkio, B.A., Oxford; John Baron Moyle, M.A. and 
B.C.L., Oxford, fellow of New College; Ralph Thicknesse 
Thicknesse, B.A., Oxford ; Maurice Des Graz, B.A., Cam- 
bridge ; Reginald Fairbairn, B.A. and LL.B., Cambridge ; 
Courtney Stanhope Kenny, LL.M., Cambridge, fellow and 
law lecturer of Downing College; Arthar Sharood, B.A., 
Oxford; George Thomas John Millar, B.A., Cambridge ;. 
Walter Mew Barnes, Brasenose College, Uxford; Edwin 
Ffoulkes Ball, B.A., Cambridge ; and Thomas Wood, Auck- 
land, New Zealand, Esqs. 

Gray's Inn.—William Henry Upjohn, of the University of 
London, LL.B., University Exhibitioner in Roman law and 
jurispradence, and University Law Scholar, bolder of the 
First Senior Studentship of the Four Inns of Court, awarded 
Hilary Term, 1879, holder of a certificate of honour from the 
Conacil of Legal Education, Hilary Term, 1881, Holt Scholar, 
1877, Lee Prizeman, 1880; Charles Augustus Vansittart 
Conybeare, B.A., late ;janior student of Christ Church, Ox~ 
ford; Edward Robinson; William Etliot Lewis; and Frederick 
Wiliam Batchelor, B.A., Sidney-Sussex College, Cambridge, 
Esqs. : 


Oxford ; William Toynbee; Walter Baker 








“ Another Firm of Solicitors of Forty Years’ Standiag” 
write to the Zimes:—‘t The gentlemen who addressed you 
on the 17th inst. must consider themselves highly favoured 
in having had to wait only ten days for the Paymaster- 
General’s certificate of the state of afandin court. Our last 
experience of this routine requirement was that we were kept 
waiting for a similar thing (so short when supplied that an 
office-boy could have copied it out ia three or four miautes) 
over two months, and we only got it then through the per- 
sonal request or remonstranoe of the Vice-Chancellor. At 
the same time we heard of another case, where there was a 
delay of close upon six months, though the money was 
urgently required, and very constant application, as in our 
case, was made, the answer given being that the too small 
staff in the oflice was greatly over-taxed, and that to farther 
hasten this work would break down the office. Now, whea 
we consider that the Paymaster-General is, in point of fact, 
the suitor’s banker and nothing more, what must be thought 
of a system which will not allow the suitor to know the state 
of his balance under six or two months, or even tea > 
Such information ought to be ready the day after it is 

for, just as our pass-book is the day after it is lef to be 





entered up.” 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. EpMunp Girrorp Ames, solicitor, of Frome, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Somersetshire for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 

The Right Hon. Sir Ricarp Covca has been appointed 
e Member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, 
jin succession to the Right Hon. Montague Bernard, resigned. 
‘Sir R. Couch is the son of Mr. Richard Couch, and was 
born in 1817. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Hilary Term, 1841, and he formerly practised on 
‘the Norfolk Circuit. He was recorder of the borough of 
Bedford from 1858 till 1862, when he was appointed a puisne 
judge of the High Court at Bombay. He was Chief Jus- 
tice of Bombay from 1866 till 1870, when he was appointed 
Chief Justice of Calcutta. He retired in 1875, and, 
soon after his return to England, he was created a 
Privy eon He had received the honour of knighthood 
in 1866. 

Mr. Byam Martin Davies, barrister, has been appointed 
an Inspector of Workhouse Schools under the Local Govern- 
ment Board. Mr. Davies is the son of General Francis John 
Davies, of Daneburst, Sussex, and was born in 1840. He 
was educated at Eton and at Christ Church, Oxford, where 
he graduated third class in law and modern history in 1862. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 
1866, and is a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. 

Mr. Wittr4m Brewis Exspon, solicitor, of Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking 
Affidavits in the Supreme Court of the Colony of Victoria, 

Mr. AtFrep WILLIAM GRANGER, Solicitor, of Durham, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Justices of the West Division of 
Chester Ward, inthe County of Durham, in succession to Mr. 
John Watson, resigned. Mr. Granger was admitted a solici- 
tor in 1868, aod is the under-sheriff for the county of 
Durham for 1881. 

Mr. Frank Crowber HETT?, solicitor (of the firm of Freer, 
‘Hett, & Hett), of Brigg and Scunthorpe, has been ap- 
pointed Assistant Clerk to the Board of Guardians of the 
Glanford Brigg Union. Mr. Hett was admitted a solicitor in 
.1869, and he is in partnership with Mr. Thomas Freer, the 
clerk to the county magistrates, and with Mr. Roslin Hett, 
registrar of the Brigg County Court. 

Sir Anraur Hosnovse, K.C.8.I., Q.C., hag been appointed 
a Member of the Privy Council. Sir A. Hobhousa is the 
fourth son of the Right Hon. Henry Hobhouse (Under-Secre- 
tary of State for the Home Department), and was born in 
1819. He was educated at Eton and at Christ Church, 
Oxford, where he graduated first class in classics in 1840. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-ion in Michaelmas Term, 
1842, ard he became a Queen's Counsel in 1862. He practised 
for several years in the Rolls Court, and he was successively a 
Charity Commissioner and an Endowed Schools Commissioner. 
From 1872 till 1877 he was a legal member of the Council of 
the Governor-General of India, and in 1877 he was created a 
Knight Commander of the Star of India. Since his return 
from India he has acted as arbitrator under the Epping 
Forest Acts. Sir A. Hobhouse is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, 
being treasurer of the society for the present year, and steward 
of the Manor Courts of Eton College. - 

Mr. Samvuet GEorcE Norciirre Sporrorti, solicitor, of 
Chesterfield, has been appointed Deputy Coroner for the 
Handred of Scarsdale, in Derbyshire, which appointment has 
been approved by the Lord Chancellor. Mr. Spofforth was 
admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1875, 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock ComPaNIEs. 
Lotirep In CHANCERY. 

Excuanct Banxiye Company, Limirep.—Petition for winding up 
presented Jan 20 directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 
_ Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s ,inn fields, solicitors for the peti- 

oner 

Hampton-on-Sea Estate Assocration, Limirep.—By an order 
oo by gp M. 5 oma Jen A it was — that the association 

wound up. arner, Quality ct, Chancer ici 
to coal » Q y ct, 'y lane, solicitor for 

Hamrton-on-Sea Estate Association, Liwrrep.—The M.R. has 
fixed Jan 29 at 12 for the appointment, of an official liquidator 

Hutt Camenr ann Lime Worxs, Liurrep.—The M.R. by an order 





Dec 6 appointed Pickering, junr, Kingston-upon-Hull, to be 





official liquidator. Creditors are required on or before Feb 21, to 
send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts 
or claims to the above. March 1l at 12 is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Lonpow Foon Stores, Liaitep.—The M.R. has fixed Jan 27 at 12 
at his chambers for the appointment o fan official liquidator 

Siuxstone anv DopwortsH Coat anp Iron Company, Limitgp. — 
Creditors are required on or before March 1 to send their names 
and addresses and the particulars of their debts or clai 
Murray, King st, Manchester. March 22 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and a¢judicating upon the debts and claims 

Sovurnportanp West LANCASHIRE BANKING ComPANY, LIMITED.— 
Petition for winding up presented Jan 18 directed to be heard 
before the M.R on Jan 29. Gregory and Co, Bedford row, solici- 
for the petitioners 

Sovurnport anp West LANCASHIRE BanxinG Company, LIMITED.— 
Petition for winding up, presented Jan 18, directed to be h 
before the M.R. on Jan 29. Prior and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
agent for Harris, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioners 

Vron Stats Company, Limirep.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 19 to send their names and addresses and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims to Harvey, Gresham bldgs, Basing- 
hall st. March 3 at 12 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims 

Worcester AND ABERYSTWITH RarLway (ABANDONMENT) AcT.— 
Petition for winding up presented Jan 19, directed to be heard 
before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 29. Ingram and Co, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, solicitors for the petitioners [ Gazette, Jan. 21.] 

BEeprorp BREWING AND Matting Company, Liaitep.—Petition 
for winding up presented Jan 21, directed to be heard before Hall, 
V.C., on Feb 4. Pritchard and Co, Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity 
lane, agents for Grundy and Co, Manchester, solicitors for the 
petitioners 

Brown, Bay.iey, anp Dixon, Luwirgp.—By an order made by 
Malins, V.C., dated Jan 14, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above company be continued. Pilgrim and 
Phillips, Church ct, Lothbury, agents for Watson & Co, Sheffield, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

EnG@uisu Yeast Company, Limitep.—By an order made by Malins, 
V.C., dated Jan 14, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Powell, Essex st, Strand, solicitor for the petitioners 

GENERAL FrrEwoop Company, Limirep.—By an order made by 
Hall, V.C.. dated Jan 14, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. Abrahams and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

GRAVESEND AND NortTHFLest Co-operative Stores, LIMITED.— 
By an order made by the M.R., dated Jan 15, it was ordered that 
the company be wound up, Crundall and Co, Cannon st, solicitors 
for the company. 

N. C, SzeretMey anp Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding 
up presented Jan 22, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 
Feb 5. Lewin and Co, Southampton st, Strand, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

ONLLWyN AND Dutais Contrery Company, Limrtep.—Petition for 
winding up presented Jan 18, directed to be heard before the M.R. 
on Feb 5. Davis, Conduit st, Bond st, solicitor and petitioner in 

rson. 

omc Paper MANUFACTURING Company, LiuitEep.—Creditors 
are required, on or before Mar 1, to send theirnames andaddresses 
and the particulars of their debts or claims to James Turner, Bel- 
field, Rochdale. Darbishire and Tatham, Manchester, solicitors 
for the liquidators 

Supvrepan FarM anp Datry Propvuck Co-opgerative Svprry 
Association, Limrrep.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
21, to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their 
debts or claims to Baker Philip Daniels, Poultry. Feb 28 at 12 is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims 

Swaputncote Cottrery Company, Limitep.—V.C. Hall has fixed 
Tuesday, Feb 1 at 12 for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Trimtey Hatt Limg Works anD CABRGWILE SAanpD QUARRIES, 
Liaitep.—Petition for winding up presented Jan 22, directed to 
be heard before V.C. Malins, on Feb 4. Sharpe and Co, Bedford 
row, agents for Ryland and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the 
petitioners 

Union Lanp anv Buitpinae Company, Liuitep.—Petition for 
winding up presented Jan 22, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Malins on Feb 4. Dixon, South sq, Gray’s inn, agent for Needham 
and Co, Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 

Witiiam Levert anp Company Limitgp.—V.C. Hall has, by an 
order dated Jan 20, appointed Worley, Leadenhall st, to be official 
liquidator 

Ynismenpwy Trix Prate Company, Liwirep,—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Jan 22, directed to be heard before Malins, V.C., 
on Feb 4. White, Godliman st, agent for Thomas, solicitor for the 
petitioner. [ Gazette, Jan 25.) 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

OtprreLp Roapv Loan Socrery.—The M.R. has fixed Tuesday, 
Feb 1 at 12 at his chambers for the appointment of an official 
liquidator. [ Gazette, Jan. 21] 

Britannia Fire Assoctation.—Petition for winding up pre- 
sented Jan 22, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on 
Feb 5. Musgrave, Queen Victoria st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

(Gazette, Jan. 25.] 
County PALATINE oF LANCASTER, 

Knorr Mitt (Darwen) Parer Compayy, Lotrrep.—By an order 
made by Little, V.C., on Jan 21, it was ordered that the com- 
pany be wound up. Cobbett, Wheeler, and Cobbett, Manchester, 
solicitors for the petitioner. (Gazette, Jan, 21.] 


Friexpiy Socreries Dissoiven, 
Granp Unitep Temperance Benerit Camp, Grant’s Coffee House, 
Pelham st, Hastings, Sussex. Jan 19 
Lover or Umsirep Brotuers, Horseleyfields Tavern, Horseley- 
fields, Wolverhampton, Stafford. Jan 15 
Royau Victozia Benerir Socrery, Napier Inn, ee Jan 
16 (Gazette, Jan. 25.) . 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Davixs, James, Jenkinallis, Radnor, Farmer. Feb 1. Davies v 
Oldbury, V.C. Malins. Wallis, Hereford 
i Gazette, Jan. 11.) 


AsuwortH, Tuomas, Hashpits, Chadderton, Lancaster, Farmer. 
Feb 8. Chadwick vy Whitehead, M-R. Buckley and Mattinson, 
Oldham 

Brett, GrorGce Artuur, St Helen’s, nr Ryde, Southampton. Feb 
15. Brett v Le Marchant, V.C. Hall. Rowcliffe, Bedford row 

Date, GrorGe, Kidsgrove, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 7. Stubbs v 
Dale, V.C. Bacon. Lewis, Wilmington sq, Clerkenwell 

Fox, Cuartes James, Oxford. Feb 11. Pidduck v Fox, M.R. 
Kingsford, Essex st, Strand 

Hzaton, Grorck Heprrrsoy, Regent’s park rd, Esq. Feb 5. 
Lapraik v Heaton, V.C. Hall. Brooks and Co, Godliman st, 
Doctors’ commons 

Jortinc, Joun, Stockton, Draper. Feb 5. Coppin v Maughan, 
V.C; Bacon. Faber, Stockton-on-Tees 

NapEy, Freperic, Eastbourne, Wine Merchant. Feb11l. Johnston 
vy Langman, V.C. Hall. Stevens, Old Jewry 

PgacueE, Joun, Sevenoaks, Victualler. Feb7. Shepherd v Thorpe 
V.C. Hall, Randall and Angier, Gray’s inn pl 

[ Gazette, Jan. 14. | 

Burn, Jonn, Hanley, Surgeon. Feb 14, Willicombe v Crowe, V.C. 
Bacon. Ackrill, Tunstall 

Dickson, James, Chepstow, Monmouth, Draper. Mar 1. McCutchan 
v Dickson, V.C. Hall.. Haines, Gloucester 

DitcHMAN, FREDERICK, Brick lane, Whitechapel, Oilman. Feb 15. 
Ditchman v Ditchman, M.R. Snow, College hill 

Haseoop, Ann EvizaBetH AREwatTeER, Bartholomew villas, Kentish 
Town. Feb19. Cummings vy Cummings, V.C.Malins, Paterson, 
Bouverie st, Fleet st 

Haien, Samuet Woop, Huddersfield, Esq. Feb 16. Bradbury v 
Haigh, V.C. Hall. Laycock and Co, Huddersfield 

LittLe, Francis, Finborough rd, West Brompton, Gent. Feb 10. 
Mather v Roddy, V.C. Hall. Richardson and Sadler, Golden sq 

Morean, Curtstorpuer, Brockley, Kent, Gent. Feb10. Morgan v 
Morgan, V.C. Hall. Collins, King William st 

RicHAaRDSON, CHARLES Epwarp, Brunswick pl, City rd, Licensed 
Victualler. Feb 11. Storey v Richardson, M.R. Humphrey, 
Fenchurch avenue, Fenchurch st 

[ Gazette, Jan. 18.| 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 25, 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Barton, Jonn Barton, Gainsborough, Lincolnshire, Maltster. Feb 
9. Bescoby, Retford 

BootHroyp, Witti1aM, Dukinfield, Chester, Grocer. Feb 10, 
Hyde, Stalybridge 

Bycx ey, Exvrea, Barton-on-Irwell. Feb 16. Wood nnd Co, Man- 
chester 

Burton, Rosert Lineen, Longner Hall, Salop, Esq. Feb12. Salt 
and Sons, Shrewsbury 

Burter, SrepHen Kiye, Mildenhall, Wilts, Gent. March 19, 
Merrimans and Gwillim, Marlborough 

CartmEL, Frances, Stamford st, Blacksriars rd. Feb 25, Hubbard 
and Co, Bucklersbury 

CARTWRIGHT, MarGaret CoomsBer, Redland, Bristol. March 1, 
Clarke and Sons, Bristol 

Criarkson, James, Gallows Green, nr Brentwood, Gent. Feb 28, 
Postans and Landons, New Broad st 

Covstns, Joun Stas, Llanvrechva Upper, Monmozuth, Surgeon. 
Feb 1. Lawrence, Newport 

DrvHam, Saran, Wellington, Somerset. Feb 28. Hanbury and Co, 
New Broad st 

EarnsHaw, Eminy Avevsta, Winburg, Orange Free State, South 
Africa. May 6. Powys, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Evans. ELizabetH, Wymering, Hants, Retailer. Febl4. Feltham, 
Portsea 

Hote, Henry, Altrincham, Chester, Gent. Feb 16. Wood and Co, 
Manchester 

Hovenuton, Josern Jonn, Hastings. Feb 28. Foster, Queen st pl 

Kixe, Mary Ann, Turnham Green, Chiswick, Feb 28. Watson 
and Co, Hammersmith 

Mine.ey, Grores, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. March 15. Jackson 
and Son, Hull 

Nopgn, Epwarp Byron, Brixton, Surrey, Gent. Feb 28. Indermaur 
and Co, Chancery lane 

Nursz, Ponto ing’s Lynn, Norfolk, Gent. March 1. Beloe, 

s Lynn 

Pzry, Ceci Ormssy, Cottingham, Northampton, Esq. Feb 10. 
Baker and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pratt, Witt1amM, Hevingham,Norfolk, Farmer. March 1. Miller 
and Co, Norwich 

RopwEL1., Freprrick Tom, Hastings, Brewer. March 1. Beloe, 

ing’s Lynn 

— Sanam, St Ives, Huntingdon. Feb 15. Dawbarn and 

Savaez, Sternen, Broadway, Worcester, Farmer. Feb 38, Eades 
and Son, Evesham 

Savi, Juntan Roxsert, Talbot rd, Westbourne pk, Indigo Planter. 
March 10. Sweetland, Lincoln’s inn fields 

wr Waaiee Any, Anerley, Surrey. Feb 23. West and Co, Cannon 


8 

TaYtor, Wii114M, Corsham, Wilts, Farmer, March 1. Keary and 
Co, Chippenham 

Tyrer, Jonn, Tarbock, nr Prestcot, Lancaster, Farmer. Feb 26. 
Oppenheim, St Helen’s 

Weppatt, Cuantes Mason, Carlton, York, Esq. March1, Weddall 
and Parker, Selby 








—=S 
Woopwarp, Joun, Godshill, Isle of Wigh 
Sewer iw & of Wight, Gent. Feb 21. Pittis,.. 
[ Gazette, Jan. 14, 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
JAN. 20.~—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

_ Burial and Registration Acts (Doubts Removal). Judi- 
cial heeoneoman Augmentation of Benefices Act Amend- 
ment. 

: BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill to Amend the Employers’ Liability Ac‘, 1880 (Mr... 
Macliver). 








COUNTY COURTS. 


WANDSWORTH. 
(Before H. J. Stonor, Esq., Judge.) 
Jan. 19.—Stoner v. Barnett, 


This case had been remitted some time ago to the Wands- 
worth County Court by the Common Pleas Division. The- 
plaintiff claimed £40 for goods sold and delivered, and on 
the 3rd of December, 1878, he obtained a judgment for £22 
with costs, both of the superior court and the county court, 
which were taxed at £23 63, 4d. Execution was shortly 
afterwards taken out against the defendant's goods, and met 
by a bill of sale. A judgment summons was then taken 
out against the defendant, and the judge committed him for 
ten days, suspending the warrant for one month. On leaving 
the court the defendant openly expressed bis determination 
never to pay the debt, and at the end of the month he was 
arrested and went to prison for ten days. Some time after 
another judgment summons having been taken out agai 
him, the judge made a new order for payment of the debt and 
costs by monthly instalments of only £2, whereupon the 
defendant again declared that he never would pay anything, . 
A third judgment summons was ultimately taken out for 
non-payment of the first instalment of £2. It was then 
proved that the defendant had been engaged in building 
houses, and had money atcommand. The jadge accordingly 
committed him for forty days, and the defendant again de= 
clared he would never pay the debt. 

Ambrose Haynes, on behalf of the plaintiff, now applied 
with reference to the matter. 

His Honour said that the question appeared to be 
whether the new order, which restricted the rights of the 
plaintiff, was to be regarded as a distinct order within the- 
meaning of the 5th section of the Debtors Act, 1869, or 
whether it was to be regarded as substantially the same 
order as the original judgment in the action. If the first 
view were correct the defendant was liable to commitment 
and imprisonment, and such was his opinion; bat if the 
second view were correct the case of Evans v. Witls 
(L. R.10C. P. D. 229) would apply. In consequence of 
the difference of opinion existing on this subject, the 
registrar had, with his approval, declined to issue the 
order until the opinion of the High Court of Justice bad 
been taken on the point. This could be done by the 
defendant applying for a probibition against further pro- 
ceedings or by the plaintiff applying for a rule to issue 
the order. The Act of Parliament in question was, in hie 
opinion, very obscure and difficult of construction. 





COURT PAPERS. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
MIDDLESEX.—HILARY SITTING, 18€1. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from p. 207.) 
161 Ex bef of rehiingten (J H Hortin) v Great Western Ry Co 
162 QB National Mercantil Bk limd (J I Irving) v Rymill (Keene, 


163 C P Wormall (Stephens and 8) v Downe (G Cordwell 
164 Ex Hartley and anr (Hutton and W) v Bloomer (Digby and J) 
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165 Q B Harvey y (u Davis) v Seiler (0 (@) Newman) Hay.—Jan. 21, at Mapes-hill rane the wife of oe Ps moan 
166 QB Kellow (Tilley and 8) v Smith (H Reid) Hay, of Seton, Aberdeenshire, and Mapes-hill, Middlesex, 


167 QB Rows saceaeon, U and Co) v Thompson and anr (Barton 


an 

168 C P Sorby (Hughes and B) v Scargill (F W Cordwell) 

169 QB iy ee Knt, and ors (Park, Nelson and Co) v Benham 
170.0 P Stark and ors ow A Boyle) v Ley and anr (Williamson, H 


and Co) 

171 CP Westley (H C Knight) v Acres (Crook and 8) 

172 QB The Queen on pecssontion of Met Board st Works (R Ward) 
v Soush Eastern Ry Co (W R Stevens) SJ 

173 QB Chamberlain and rnr (Simpson and C) v Goodhall (Herbert 


ae 

174 C P Henson Street Paving Co limd (Campbell, R and H) v North 
Met Tramways Co (H C Godfray) SJ 

175 CP Nyeand 4 Nye and G) vL Band S C Ry Co (Norton, R 


176 CP Jordan and ors (Blewitt and T) v Stone (Farlow and J) 

177 C P Oddy (H W Mackreth) v Gibson and ors (S J Debenham) 

178 Ex Dingley (G J and P Vanderpump) v North Met Tram Co (H 
C Godfray) SJ 

179 C P McFarland (W Vant) v Same (Same) SJ 

180 Ex Abell (T W Goldring) v Blackham (S H Behrend) 

181 Ex Howell and Co (C F Yorke) v Caldecott (J N Fulton) 

182 Q B Allin and anr (Boyce and R) v Preston (Preston and Co) 

183 Q B The Queen (Tyrrell, “oe and Co)'v Ridgway and anr 
(Wontner and Sons) § 

184 Ex Copmeeiner (Phelps, 3 and B) v Beaumont (Campbell, R 
an¢ 

185 Ex Sharkey (Argles, B and A) v Carter (H Fryer) 

186 Ex Grant (J Attenborough) v Reid (Ullithorne and Ne SJ 

187 Ex Sadler (C A Jenkins) v Smith (Minet, Smith and H) 

188 Ex Stark (Hatten and W) v Tilden (Remnant, P and G) 

189 C P Brown (W Maynard) v Delavanti and anr (J H Child) 

190 CP = (Edward Beall) v J Whitaker, Bushe and ors (F 

Richardson and 8) SJ 
191 CP — (Same) iy Kensington Co-operative Stores limd and 


rs (Same) 
192 CP Searle (W C Hall) v Rayner (G C Scoles 
193 Ex — and Wife (J P Poncione) v Morley and another (W 


rt) 
194 Ex Kingheon (Houlders) v Weiner Pevthers Ale! H Meyers) 
195 Q B Pace (Ovans, B and A) v Clench (J 
196 Be 4 Annesley (T L Lewis and Co) v Marquis ry Anglesey (Horn 


197 CP witha Gere and T) v L Band $C Ry Co (Norton, R 
and Co 

198 CP Graham i A Smith) v Villiers (Pawle and F) 

199 C P Aveling (Wilson, B and C) v McLaren (J H Johnson) SJ 

200 Q B Satchwell (J Neal) v Hart (J M Clabon 

201 Ex Tower (Norris, A and C) v Mortlock and Co (Smith and 


Sons 
QB Nichols (E S Carr) v Parnall (Clapham and ~ 
P Tuck (H W Cattlin) v Drinkwater (F G Gorto 
P Ames and Wife (Noon and C) v Gt Hantern Ry Co(C A 
Curwood) SJ 
B Lawrence (Hazeldine and Co) v Ellis (E M Chubb) 
B Same (Same) v Gearns (Same) 
B Able (Wynne, B and R) v Dear (R S Fraser) 
P Studds (Paterson, Sons, and G) v Beach (W E Goatley) 
209 CP — (Cooper and R) v Brinckman and anr, exors of Con- 
mngham (J H Lydall) 
210 Q B Phillips (Layton, Son, and L) v Hill (S J Debenham) 


eRe SSS 
Q26HOL0H_— aD, 


) 

214 C P Rayner (C C Ellis, M and oo v Crispin and anr (A T Coe) 

215 Ex Waller (Dixon, Ward and Go v Harris (Palmer, B and F) 
216 Ex Ashton (J P Biggenden) v Hulme (G M Wetherfield) 
‘217 Ex Butler (W M Flegg) v Bowden (C W ov 
217* Ex Gordon (Ley and M) v Clark (W J Guy 
218 C P Long (W Crook) v The Millwall Dock bo (Blunt, T and L) 
219 Ex Lingner (Dod and L) v Birchall (In Person) 
220 Q B Romain (M Abrahams and Co) v Harrison (W Crook) SJ 
221 CP Crisford, Secretary, &c (Barnard and Co) v Wharton (A 


Burn) 
(To be continued.) 








The Standard Fire Office (Limited) invite applications for 
an issue of £500,000 in shares of £10 each, on which it is 
intended to call up £2 10s. per share. A dividend of six per 
cent. was paid by the company for 1879, and £5,000 was 
carried to reserve. The undivided balances for 1879 and 
1880 will, it is estimated, provide for a like dividend, and 
enable a further sum of £5,000 to be carried to reserve. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


Boppam.—Jan. 20, at Salar the. wife of H, Tudor Boddam, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Dickens.—Jan. 16, at 8, Cleveland - terrace - gardens, the 
} Pid Henry Fielding Dickens, barrister-at-law, of a 
aughter. 

Fooxs.—Jan. 16, the wife of William Fooke, of 21, Hil- 
grove-road, South Hampstead, and of the Middle Temple, 





barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Hamun.—Jan. 27, at Linton-vills, Gunnersbury, W., the wife 
of William Thomas Hamlin, of Gunnersbury and Staple-inn, 
solicitor, of a son, 





Benbow, 





oe eee $ a = w ns cal 

ILBURN.—Jan. at Portland-square, Workington, 

of T. Milburn, solicitor, of asm. 

TAYLOR.—Jan. 40, at Curzon-park, Chester, the wife of Henry 
Taylor, solicitor, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGE, 
Knyvett—Smiru.—Jan, 20, at Sharrow, Seymour Henry 
Knyvett, barrister-at-law, Inner Temole, to Margaret Louisa, 
daughter of William Smith, eye Sheffield. 


Porxr.—At sea, on board ship Rodney, pays Po) ogee Randall 
sem barrister-at-law, 26, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 
1. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupta, 
Fripay, Jan. 21, 1881, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Bear, George, and James Bear, Cable st, St George’s-in- ano Hamy 
Cigar Manufacturers. Pet Jan 18. Murray. Feb 4 at 
Colls, George, Linden gardens, Bayswater, Builder. Pot Jan 18, 
Murray. Feb 4 at 11.30 
Cuff, Frederick, Drummond st, Euston rd, Boot Manufacturer. Pet 
Jan 19. Brougham. Feb 4 at 12.30 
Easton, Frederick, Parliament st, ‘repesinater, Licensed Victualler, 
Pet Jan 19. Brougham. Feb ‘Lat 
Mott, Robert, Green st, Grocer. Pet Jan 20. Hazlitt, Feb 2a 
11,30 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Carver, William Henry, Finborough rd, West Brompton, Trooper 
in the 11th Hussars. Pet Jan 18, Ruston. Brent: ord, Feb 8 at 

Elam, William, Pendleton, Salford. Pet Jan 19. Hulton. Salford, 
Feb 9 at 11 

Rutter, Thomas, Huttoft, Lincoln. Pet Jan 13. Staniland. Bos- 
ton, Feb 4 at 12 i 

Sleddall, Alexander, Liverpool, Merchant. Pet Jan18, Bellringer. 
Liverpool, Feb 7 at 12 

Taylor, Thomas Brown, Clipstone on the Wolds, P+ gina 
Farmer. Pet Jan17. Speed. Nottingham, Feb 7 at 

Varley, William, Colton, York. Farmer. Pet Jan 9. Perkins, 
York, Feb 1 at TT 





TvuEspAyY, Jan. 25, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must ores their Pago of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Bradly, William, Naylor rd, Peckham. Pet Nov 18. Hazlitt. Feb 
11 at 11 
Keighley, John Norman, New Cross rd, Solicitor. Pet Jan 21. 
Hazlitt. Feb 9 at 12.30 
Stacy, Charles peg A Woodriff rd, Leytonstone, Clerk. Pet Jan 21. 
Pepys. Feb 9 at 12 
oe oe Shoreditch High st, Fishmonger. Pet Jan 21. 
‘eb 9at1l 


Pepys. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Baker, James, Frensham, Surrey, Gent. Pet Jan 8. White 
Guildford, Feb 7 at 11 

Feather, Nicholas Bailey, and John moter. Bingley, York. Pet 
Jan 20. Robinion. Bradford, Feb 8 at 1 

Hughes, Edward Jones, Chorlton-on- Medlock, Lancaster, out of 
business. Pet Jan 20. Lister. Manchester, Feb 7 at 12 

Ward, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Commission Agent. Pet Jan 
19. Ingledew. Newcastle, Feb 3 at 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, : 
Frrpay, Jan 21, 1881. 
Powis, Henry, Upper st, Islington, Fringe Manufacturer, Jan 15 
1. 


TuEspay, Jan, 
Butler. F W_— , Cornwall rd, Bayswater, Jan 13 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpay, Jan, 21, 1881. 


Andrews, James, Kinnersley, Hereford, Farmer. Feb 2 at 11 at 
offices of James and Bodenham, Saint Peter st, Hereford 

Alcock, William, Kingsland rd, Builder. Jan 31 at3 at Jamaica 
Coffeehouse, St Michael’s alley, Cornhill. Warburton and De 
Paula, West st, Finsbury circus 

Aldcroft, William, Mobberley, Chester, Coal Dealer. Feb 4 at 
a at the Albion Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester, Bygott, Sand- 


Allerton, Joseph, Farsley, York, Tobacconist. Feb 4 at 4at offices of 
Atkinson and Wilson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Andrews, Robert, Theobalds rd, Bloomsbury, Provision Dealer. 
Jan 29 at 11 at 18a, St Martin’s ct, Leicester sq 

Archer, Charles, and George Spivey, Batley Carr, near Dewsbury, 
York, Coal Merchants. Feb 4at3 at offices of Stapleton, Union 
st, Dewsbury 

Ball, James Higson, Bolton, Lancaster, Wholesale Fruiterer. Feb 
at 3 at offices of Cridland, by se st, Manchester 

Burden, Andrew, Scholes, nr h, York, Joiner, Feb 3at3 
at offices of Booth, Holmfirth — 

Bell, Richard, Leeds, Provision Dealer. Feb 2 at 1 at offices of Rooke 
and Mid ley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

mas, Hanley, Stafford, Baker. Feb 1 at 10.at offices of 
Ashmall, Albion st, Hanley 
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Best, Christopher, Dar Durham, Grocer. Feb 2 at 11 at offices 
Se mee Wiltings Statiord. Feb 2 at 10 at offices of 
lake! @ a . Fe at 0: 

get ‘Albion st, Hanle 


1y 
Bouttell, William, Shelly, egy er el Feb 11 at 12 at offices 
olchester 
Boyles, James, Brighton, Licensed Victualler. 
Bradshaw, George, Nottingham, Grocer. Feb 4 at 4 at offices of 
Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 
ders. Feb 9 at 3 at offices of Andrews and Mason, Ironmon- 
ger lane, Cheapside 
Logge, Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 
Churchley, Henry, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Bedding Manufacturer. 
Clarke, John, Warrington, Lancaster, Blacksmith. Jan 31 at 10 at 
8, Hugh st, Hoyle st, Bewsey rd, Warrington 
Justice Room, Long Stratton. Hotsonand Page, Long Stratton 
Cottesill, Frederick Warren, Perry Bar, Stafford, Nut and Belt 
croft, Darlaston 
Coveney, Alfred, Kings Norton, Worcester, Beer Retailer. Jan 28 at 
hall st, Bir: m 
Cowperthwaite, William, Middlesborough, Fruiterer. Feb 1 at 10 at 
Cox, Thomas, Bighton, Hants, Farmer. Fel 7 at 2 at Eagle Hotel, 
Winchester. Andrews and Co, Dorchester 
Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Dalby, Edwin, Trinity terrace, aera | rd, Essex, Builder. Feb 1 
Dale, John Chester, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Brewer, Feb 3 at 11 at 
the Borough Arms Hotel, Newcastle-under-Lyme. Griffith, New- 
Dean, Randal, Milford lane, Strand, Licensed Victualler. Jan 31 at 
2at 1, Mitre ct,Temple. Morris 
offices of Lodge, Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 
Dowse, James, Thorpe St Peter’s, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 31 at 3.30 
Druce, Jonathan Ambrose, London Central Meat Market, Butcher. 
Feb 2 at 12 at 145, Cheapside. Robinson, King st, Snow hill 
of Forshaw and Hawkins, Harrington st, Liverpool. Hinde and 
Co, Manchester 
2atthe Mason’s Hall Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. 
Croft, Walbrook 
Hotel, Derby. Stone, Wirksworth 
Evans, John, Flosddu, nr Salem, Carmarthen, Farmer. Feb 2 at 11 
Fender, James Austin, York, Hotel Keeper. Feb 3 at 11 at the 
Great Northern Hotel, Railway st, York. Young. York 
Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Fisher, Leonard, and John Leonard Fisher, Huddersfield, Grate 
St George’s sq, Huddersfield 
Flintham, Thomas, Graveley, Cambridge, Farmer. Feb 2 at 10 at 
Foster, Samuel, Leeds, Baker. Feb 3 at 3 at offices of Dale, Albion 
st, Leeds 
offices of Lawson, Villiers st, Sunderland 
Fraser, William, Luton, Bedford, Straw Plait Merchant. Feb 7 at 3 
Garner, William Thomas, Hereford st, Lisson grove, Baker. Feb 4 
at 3 at offices of Kilvington, Walbrook 
hurst, York, Corn Millers. Feb 4 at 11 at offices of Willis, Bank 
chmbrs, Wellgate, Rotherham 
Jan 29 at 10 at Lord Nelson Tavern, Gill st, Limehouse. Abbot, 
Chancery lane 
lat 3 at offices of Stephens and Danger, Orange ct, Castle st, 
Liverpool 
offices of Simpson, South gate, King st West, Manchester 
Hansford, Richard, Gainsborough rd, Victoria park, Grocer. Feb 
Hitchcock, Charles Carrington, Stoke-by-Nayland, Suffolk, Grocer. 
Feb 11 at 11 at offices of Goody and Son, North hill, Colchester 
of Morris and Co, Devonshire buildings, East Bank st, Southport. 
Bradshaw 
ed = at 11 at offices of Tonkin, Albion chambers South, 
ris' 
Jelliffe, Joseph Randolph, Landport, Hants, Coal Merchant. Feb 
Jenkins, Alfred William, Greenhithe, Kent, Coal Merchant. Feb 2 
at 12 at offices of Plunkett and Leader, 60, Saint Paul’s church- 
4 at offices of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich 
Keogh, Thomas, Dudley, Worcester, Hatter. Feb 1 at 3 at offices of 


of Turner and Co, East hill, C 
Feb 2 at 3 at offices 
of Lamb and Evett, Ship st, Brighton 
Brg ins, Edwin. and John Watson, the Pavement, Lordship lane, 
Briscoe, John, Nuneaton, York, Stationer. Feb 3 at3 at offices of 
Feb 5 at 12 at offices of Clark, Regent st, Cheltenham 
Colman, Thomas, Wattlefield, Norfolk, Farmer. Feb 3 at 11 at the 
Manufacturer. Feb 4 at 11 at offices of Slater and Marshall, But- 
12 at offices of pens and Mallard, Newhall chambers, New- 
offices of Spry, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 
Dainty, David, Leicester, out of business. Feb 2 at 11 at offices of 
at 2 at offices of Jourdian, Ludgate hii 
castle 
Dobson, Matilda, Thornes, nr Wakefield, Farmer. Feb 2 at 3 at 
at offices of Walker and Co, Spilsby 
Dyson, George Highfield, Liverpool, Merchant. Feb 2 at 3 at offices 
Ellis, Thomas Henry, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Lighterman. Feb 9 at 
Else, William, Belper, Derby, Miller. Feb 10 at 2.30 at the County 
at offices of Wiiliams, King st, Llandilo 
Fewkes, Joseph George, Leicester, Florist. Feb 3 at 12 at.offices of 
Merchants. Feb 3 at 11 at offices of Laycock and Co, Lion arcade, 
offices of Wilkinson and Co, St Neot’s, Huntingdon 
Fox, George Lax, Sunderland, Provision Merchant. Feb2at 11 at 
at Midland Hotel, Manchester st, Luton. Neve, Luton 
Goldsbrough, Clement Cobden, and William Wilson Rawding, Kiln- 
Gotobed, William Pratt, Limehouse causeway, Limehouse, Baker. 
Grant, James. jun, and John Grant, Liverpool, Nil Merchant. Feb 
Haines, David Farmer, Manchester, Fruit Salesman. Feb 9 at 11 at 
14 at 3 at offices of Basturd, Brabant ct 
Hosker, John, Southport, Lancaster, Plumber. Feb 3 at 3 at offices 
Hughes, William Henry, Wotton-under-Edge, Licensed Victualler. 
3 at 4 at offices of King, North st, Portsea 
Jermy, Theophilus, New Catton, Norwich, Brick Maker. Jan 26 at 
es and r, ry st, Dudley 


Kirkpatrick, Andrew, and Robert Kirkpatrick, Rhosgomerog 
Lianerfyl, Montgom Farmers, Jan 31 at 12at the R Oak 
Hotel. Welshpool Chandler — 

les, Thomas Willirm, Holloway rd. Grocer. Feb 1 at 12 at 
Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Davis, Arundel st, Strand 








Levy, Hyam, and Moss Hyam Levy, Gt Eastern st, Shoreditch, Cabi- 
net Manufacturers. Feb 16 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee-house, Gres- 
ham st. Hudson and Co, Moorgate st 

Lewis, David, Llandissilio, Pembroke, Farmer, Feb 5 at 11 at 
offices of Lascelles, Narbeth 

Lewis, Thomas, Saltley, nr Birmingham, Builder. Feb 8 at 11 at 
offices of Rowlands and Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Lindley, Walter, Leicester, Stonemason. Feb 8 at 3 at offices of 
Hincks, Bowling gn st, Leicester 

Lister, Josiah, Kirton, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 3 at 11 at offices of 
Rice and Co, Main Ridge, Boston 

Lord, Thomas, Wardle, near Rochdale, Lancaster, Woollen Mann- 
facturer. Feb 9 at 3 at offices of Worth, Lower gates, Old Market 
pl, Rochdale 

Lowe, Frederic Thomas, Ford’s market, Clapton pk, House Decora- 
tor. Feb 1 at 2 at Mullen’s Hotel, Ironmonger lane. Seymour, Cop- 
thall bldngs 

Lowndes, George, Carshalton, Surrey, Farmer. Feb 5 at 11.30at 
offices of Rae. Mincing lane 

Makin, John, Ashton-under-Lyne. out of business. Feb 2 at 3 at 
offices of Garforth, Astley st, Dukinfield 


. McGrath, Frederick, and George Griffiths, Salford, Lancaster, As- 


phalters. Feb 4 at 3 at offiees of Ellis, Clarence bldngs, Booth st, 
Manchester 

Millar, Benjamin, Pontcana, Glamorgan, Builder. Feb 7 at 11 at 
offices of Cox, Theatre Royal bldgs, Cardiff 

Morris, Samuel, Shaftesbury rd, Crouch hill, Builder. Feb 4 at 3 at 
Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn 

Mottershead, James, Buxton, Derby, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
— 2 at 11 at offices of Griffith, Lad lane, Newcastle-under- 

yme 

Newton, George Alexander, Liverpool, Engineer. Feb 3 at 12 at office 
of Carruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Nurcombe, Joseph, Hove, Sussex, Builder. 
Hotel, Brighton. Champion, Brighton 

O’Hara, Henry, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Boot Maker. 
Feb 1 at 3 at offices of Smith, Stodman st, Newa:k-upon-Trent 

Parker, Thomas, Lichfield, Stafford. Hotel Proprietor. Feb 2 at 2 
at the Old Crown Hotel, Lichfield. Nevill and Atkins, Tamworth 

Perry, Thomas, Oldbury, Worcester, Ironmaster. Feb 3 at 11 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson place, Birmingham. Shakespeare, 
Oldbury 

Platt, William, Manchester, Skirt Manufacturer. Feb 3 at 3at offices 
of Payne and Galloway, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Pollit, Richard, Bolton, Lancashire, Boiler Maker. Feb 2 at 3 atthe 
Commercial Hotel, Townhall sq, Bolton. Downing and Urry, 
Bolton 

Porter, Henry Searles, Heigham, Norwich, Contractor. Feb 2 at 
11.30 offices of Chittock and Woods, Bank st, Norwich 

Pratt, George, Scarborough, York, Innkeeper. Feb 2 at 3 at the 
Bull and Mouth Hotel, Leeds. Watts, Scarborough 

Priestman, John, Manchester, Tailor. Jan 31 at 3 at offices of 
Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq, Manchester 

Purden, Francis, Nantwich, Cheshire, Grocer. Feb 3 at 11 atoffices 
of Lisle, Nantwich 

Quincey, Christmas, Spalding, Lincoln, Market Gardener. Feb2 at 
11 at offices of Wyman, Priestgate, Peterborough 

Reece, Frederick, Bishopfields, Cheshire, Grocer. Feb 4 at 3 at 
offices of Ellis, Newgate st, Chester 

Roberts, John David, Britonferry, Glamorgan, Draper. Feb 4 at 
12.30 at offices of Thomas, Queen st, Neath 

Robinson, Joseph Samuel, Lusby, Lincoln, Farmer, Feb 1 at 12at 
offices of Thimbleby and Son, Spilsby 

Robson, William, Baker st, Portman sq, Laceman. Feb 4 at 3 at 
the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Rooks and Co, King st, 
Cheapside 

Rowe, 7 ohn, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, General Dealer. Feb 
9 at 12 at offices of Travell, Victoria buildings, Victoria street, 
Nottingham 

Rusdell, William Henry Marshall, and Thomas Whictingham, Brad- 
more park Estate, Hammersmith, Builders. Feb lat 3 at offices 
of Baker, 2, Carthew road, Hammersmith. Parkers, Bedford 


row 

Rutty, Richard Clark, Tottenham, Draper. Feb 4 at 3 at offices of 
Bartrum, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Ryder, Richard, Newhall, Derby, Schoolmaster. Jan 29 at 11 at 
‘offices of Wilson, Station rd, Burton-on-Trent 

Smith, Edward, Mansfield, Nottingham, Plumber. Feb 4 at 12 at the 
Swan Hotel, Mansfield. Brittle 

Smith, James Fletcher, Vale Brick Flelds, Acton, Brickmaker. Feb 
7 at 3 at offices of Hortin, Edgware rd, Paddington 

Sykes, Charles William, Leicester, Grocer. Feb 2 at3 at offices of 
Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester. 

Taylor, William Garland, Chesterfield, Derby, Coal Merchant. Feb 
3 at 3 at the Committee Room, Market Hall, Chesterfield. Cutts, 
Chesterfield ; ° ; 

Thompson, William Daniel, Tonbridge, Kent, Furniture Dealer. 
Feb 4 at 12 at Guildhall Tavern, King st. Gorham and Warner, 


Feb 4 at 3 at Old Ship 


Tonbrid 

Urquhart, ‘Thomas, Gateshead, Durham, Boot Maker. Jan 31 at 3 at 
offices of Miburne, Mosely st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Legge, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne é 

Vears, George, Lutterworth, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. Feb 4 at 
3 at offices of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Vrain, Bernard, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Clerk. Feb 1 at 12 at offices of 
Morris and Son, High st, Cardiff 

White, John, Wolverhampton, Drysalter. Feb 2 at 3 at offices of Rat- 
cliffe, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 

Whitehead, John, Manchester, Bricklayer. Feb 2at3 at offices of Fox 
Princess st, Manchester 

Whitmore, William, Horley, Surrey, Baker. Feb 3 at 21 at offices of 
Hubbard and Gant, Station rd, Redhill 

Wild, Samuel, Garrison Works, New Mills, Derby, Cotton Spinner. 
Feb 7 at 12.30 at offices of Hall and Co, Fountain st, Manchester 

Wilkinson, Thomas, Ardleigh, Essex, Grocer. Jan 26, not 27 as 
erroneously printed in Gazette of 4th instant) at 12 at the 
Inn, Head st, Colchester. Pollard, Ipswich 
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Wilson, Henry Samuel, Amersham, Buckingham, Saddler. Feb 11 
at 2 at offices of Buchanan and Rogers, inghall st 

Wilson, John, Dewsbury, York, Commercial Traveller. Feb 2 at 1015 
at offices of Scholes and‘Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Wintle, Robert, Gloucester, Greengrocer. Jan 28 at 11 at offices of 
Franklin, Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Wisdom, John Philip. Weybridge, Grocer. Feb 8 at 3 at offices of 
Tatham and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Wood, Mar; t, Byley-cum-Yatehouse, nr Middlewich, Chester, 
out of business. Feb 1 at 12 at offices of Green and Dixon, Castle 
chmbrs, Northwich 

Woodcroft, Charles Henry, Dunstable, Bedford, Plumber. Feb 5 at 
11 at Victoria Inn, West st, table 

Worrall, Robert, Barnsley, Greengrocer. Feb 9 at 4 at offices of 
Rideal, Chronicle chmbrs, Barnsley 

Wright, John, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Grocer. Feb 3 at 2 at offices of 
Hitchen, New Market pl, St Helen’s 


TvEsDAY, Jan. 25 1881. 


Aldridge, Ernest Richard, Leicester, Printer. Feb 7 at 3 at offices of 
Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Alleock, James, Cheetham, nr Manchester, Builder. Feb 9 at 3 at 
offices of Lambert, Cross st, Manchester 
Allen, Josiah, Birmingham, Brassfounder. Feb 3 at3 at offices of 
East, Temple st, Birmingham 
Almond, Coultas, Scarborough, Grocer. Feb 7 at 12 at offices of 
Calvert and Fowler, Westborough, Scarborough 
Alprovich, Harris, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, General Dealer. Feb 3 at 
2 at offices of Moody, Clayton st West, Newcastle-upon Tyne 
Armstrong, James, Liverpool, Grocer. Feb 9 at 3 at offices of Ponton 
Dale st, Liverpool 
Austin, Frederick, Birmingham, Grocer. Feb 7 at 3 at offices of 
Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 
Barker, Edward Thompson, Pershore. Worcester, Vetorinary 
Surgeon. Feb 2 at 12 at offices of Pace, Bridge st, Pershore 
Barnard, Henry. Trowbridge, Wilts, Oilman. Feb 9at 11 at Castle 
Hotel, Devizes. Grey, Bradford-on-Avon 
Barrett. James, Much Cowarne, Hereford. Innkeeper, Feb 5 at 2.30 
at offices of Corner, High Town, Hereford 
Barton, Charles, Stratford, Furniture Dealer. Feb 5 at 12 at 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons avenue, Basinghall st. Gregory, 
Cannon st 
Beckett, William Cole, Bridport pl, Hoxton, Bootmaker. Feb 1 at, 
1 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Harris and Godwin 
Moorglite st 
Bond, Richard, Hazlemere, Buckingham, Fruiterer. Feb 5 at 11 at 
the White Hart Hotel, High Wycomb>. Clarke, High Wycombe 
Boocock, Elizabeth, Birkenshaw, Bristol, York, Common Brewer. 
Feb 7 at 4 at offices of Last and Betts, Bond st, Bradford 
Bourne, Joseph, Charlton, Builder. Feb 9 at 3 at the Royal Oak 
Hotel, Dover. Mowll, Dover 
Bradbury, Theophilus, Whittington Moor, Derby, Builder. Feb 7 at 
11.30 at offices of Cowdell, High st, Chester 
Brain, George Henry, West Bromwich, out of business. Feb 4 at 11 
at offices of Hughes, High st, West Bromwich 
Brown, Ezekiel Legg, Powerstock, Dorset, Farmer, Feb 4 at 12 at 
offices of Gundry, Bridport 
Russell, George, Forest hill, Kent, Boot Dealer. Feb 14 at 3 at offices 
of Green and Wright, Queen Victoria st 
Clark, Marion, Row rd, Dealer in Brushes. 
Andrews and Mason, Ironmonger lane. 
chmbrs 
Clegg, James, Hopwood, Lancaster, Chemist. 
of Grundy and Son, Fox st, Heywood 
Cluderay, Henry, and William Henry Newton, Holbeck, Leeds, 
Builders. Feb 7 at 3 at the Law Institution, Albion pl, Leeds, 
Simpson and Burre!l, Leeds 
Colton, Aaron, Liverpool, Grocer. Feb 15 at 2.30 at the Alexandra 
Hotel, Dale st, Liverpool 
r, James Cuthbert, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Chemical Mer- 
chant. Feb 11 at 11 at officesof Monkhouse and Co, St Nicholas 
bidgs, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Armstrong, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Davison, William Forsyth Thomas, Cwmbran, nr Newport, Mon- 
mouth, Medical Assistant. Feb 7 at 1 at offices of Morgan, 
Pontypool 
Defew, Horace William, East Rudham, Norfolk, Sad@ler. Feb 8 at 
3 at offices of Cates and Bates, Swan st, Fakenham 
Delve, John, Kingsdown, Bristol, Carpenter. Feb 1 at 12 at offices 
of Nurse, Corn st, Bristol 
Ditchfield, Francis, Dukinfield, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Feb 
9 at 3 at offices of Jackson, Church st, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Donnelly, Patrick, Cleator, Cumberland, Grocer. Feb 8 at 3 at 
of Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 
Dove, Robert, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Commercial Traveller. Fed 4 
at 2 at offices of Dove, Post chmbrs, Newcastle-udon-Tyne 
Draycott, George, Leicester, Florist. Feb 15 at 3 at offices of 
Hincks, Bowli: g Green st, Leicester 


Feb 7 at 3 at offices of 
Bartrum, Old Jewry 


Feb 10 at 11 at offices 


Dubeax, G '¢ Albert, Liverpool, General Merchant. Feb 16 at 2 
at offices of Harmood and Co, North John st, Liverpool. Laces 


and Co, Liverpool 

Dudfield, George, Bath, Watchmaker. Feb 4 at 11 at offices of 
m and ett, Northumberland bldgs, Bath. 
Dyson, James, and John Royle, Oldham, Lancaster, Cotton Waste 
Feb 7 at 12 at olen of Fripp, Clegg at, Oldham 
Eales, Susan, Paignton, Devon, woman, Feb 8 at 3 at Gerston 
Hotel, ig oe Mackenzie and Hext, ge 
illiam, Hinstock, Salop, Farmer. Feb 7 at 11 at the 
— rma Hotel, yton. Pearson, Market Dray- 
on 

YAwards, Charles, Wolverham 


Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 11 at 
LI at offices of Gatis, King 


ot elimakaen nm 


Hain. Kasex. Stone Merchant, Feb 10 


ichardaon, Buc! ry 
Kyles, Jot, aod Samuel Hankins, Kasten, St George’s, Gloucester, 
Builders.’ Veb % at 2 at offices of Gilmore Barnett, John st, 


Israel, Chippenham, Wilts, Farmer. Feb 4 at 12 at offices 
ips and Son, Market pl, Chippenham 

st, Brixton, Basket Maker. Feb 7 at 11.30 
Kennington. Kempster, Lower Kennington 


Fennel 
of P 
Furby, Flora, Robsart 
at the Horns Tavern, 
lane 
Gibbs, Frederick George, Tiverton, Chester, Commission Agent, 
Feb 9 at 11 at offices of Green and Dixon, High st, Winsford 
Godson, Charles, Lincoln, Grocer. Feb 8 at 12 at offices of Swann 
and Co, Chancery lane 
Guy, Thomas, Wednesbury. Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 5 at 
11 at offices of Corbett, Pinfold st, Darlaston 
Harmer, Richard, Commercial terrace, Stamford hill, Shoe Manu- 
a Feb 2 at 2 at offices of Pettiver, College street, College 
1 
Harris, George, Leominster, Hereford, Coal Merchant. Feb 8 at 2 
at offices of Moore, Corn sq, Leominster 
Harris, Jeremiah, Trowbridge, Wilts, out of business, Feb 4 
at 12 at the Castle Hotel, Devizes. Grey, Bradford-on-Avon 
Hatcher, John, Torquay, Baker, Feb 7 at 2 at Clarence Hotel, Torre, 
Torquay. Searle 
Hawthorn, Frederick, Astwood Bank, Worcester, Needle Manu- 
ceerae Feb 8 at 11 at offices of Williams, Prospect hill, Red- 
ditch 
Herniman, Edwin, Spaxton, Somerset, Farmer. Feb 16 at 11 at. 
offices of Reed and Cook, King sq, Bridgwater 
Hickling, William, Nottingham, Fishmonger. Feb 1at 11 at offices of 
Webster, Brougham chmbrs, Wheelergate, Nottingham 
Hitchen. William Pearson, Bradford, Yorks, Innkeeper, Feb 7 
as 30 at the George Hotel, Market st, Bredford. Boocock, Hali- 
‘ax 
James, George, New Humberstone, Leicester, Grocer. Feb 4 at 3 at 
offices of Loseby and Battiscombe, Market pl, Leicester 
Jeffery, Frederick, Poole, Dorset, Grocer. Feb 7 at3 at offices of 
Budge, High st, Poole 
Johnson, Charles Richard, Crewe, Chester, Grocer. Feb 9at 11 at 
offices of Lisle, Nantwich 
Johnson, Francis, Liverpool, Provision Dealer. Feb 9 at 12 at offices 
of Carruther, Lord st, Liverpool 
Johnson, Joseph Langley station, Nortumberland, Farmer. Feb 8 
at 2 at offices of Radford and Son, Collingwood st, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 
Jones, Charles Sidney, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Feb 2 
at 12 at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcester 
Jones, Lewis, Whittington Moor, Chesterfield, Brickmaker. Feb 7 
- Ay at oftices of Gratton and Marsden, Knifesmith gate, Chester- 
elc 
Knipe, John, the younger. Pontypool, Monmouth, Seedsman. Feb 
7 at 12.45 at Offices of Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Watkins 
Leader, Charles, and Vernon John Holloway, Culverdon rd, Balham,, 
Builders. Feb 7 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Lee, George, Rawcliffe Bridge, Selby, York, Wheelwright. Feb 8 
at 2 at Downs Arms, Snaith. Kaberry, Pontefract 
Lister, William, Barnsley, York, Printer, Feb 8 at 3 at offices of 
Maddison, Church st, Barnsley 
Madge, William, Alcester, Warwick. Taylor. Feb 2 at 3 at Globe 
Hotel, Alcester. Duke, Birmingham 
Massey, Robert, Streethouse, Wakefield, Shopkeeper. Feb 4 at 10 
at offices of Lake and Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 
Mawdsley, William, Thomas Wood, Richard Cravan, and Adison 
Crabtree, Halifax, Engineers. Feb 11 at 11 at Talbot Hotel,. 
Woolshops, Halifax. Rhodes, Halifax 
Merryweather, {Richard William, West Hartlepool, Durham. Auc- 
tioneer. Feb 8 at 3 at offices of Wilson, Church st, West Hartlepool 
Metcalfe, John, West Hartlepool, Picture Dealer. Feb 8 at 11 at 
North-Eastern Hotel, Lynn st, West Hartlepool 
Midgley, Jonathan, Brayton, York, Market Gardener. Feb 5 at 11 
at offices of Atkinson, Church yd, Selby 
Millwood, Frank William, Hexham, Northumberland, Clogger. Feb 
5 at 1 at offices of Taylor, Scottish chmbrs, Grainger st, West, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Feb 8 at 2 of 


Mitchell, Samuel, Steppingley, Bedford, Farmer. 
offices of Stimson, Mill st, Bedford 

Moore, James, Risingbrook, nr Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Feb 
4 at 3 at offices of Morgan, Martin st, Stafford 

Morgan, John, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Draper. Feb 7 at 11 at 
offices of Davies, Mill st, Pontypridd 

i, Edmund, Dudley, Worcester, Pork Butcher. Feb 5 at 11 
at Offices of Crowther and Prior, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 

Newbould, John Joseph. Walsall, Fine Art Dealer. Feb 4 at 11 at 
offices of Bill, Bridge st, Walsall 

Norrish, George Caleb, Bridgewater sq, Bookbinder. Feb 14 at 3 at 
145, Cheapside. Neal, Lime st 

North, Joseph, Windsor Bridge, Lancaster Grocer. Feb 4 at 11 at 
offices of Resennen, South King st, Manchester 

Palmer, Frederick, Bewholme, York, Grocer. Feb 4 at 2 at offices 
of Eldridge and Stephenson, Cogan chmbrs, Bowlalley lane 

Payne, George, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, Feb 10 at 12 at office 
of Stallard, mhagen st, Worcester 

Pheby, Harry, Tachbrook st, Pimlico, out of business, Feb 7 at lab 
offices of in, London wall 

Phillips, Henry John, West Green rd, Tottenham, Auctioneer. Feb 
10 at 3 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avonue, Basinghall 
Rumney, Walbrook 

Plimmer, Alfred, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 8 at 12 ab 
o Hawkes and Weekes, Temple at, Birmingham 

Procter, Daniel, Audley, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 8 at 11 at offices of 
Sherratt, Market st, Kidagrove 

Quarmby, Joseph, Golcar nr Huddersfield, Shoddy Dealer. Feb 7 
7 @ offices of Ramsden and Gp, John Will at, H 

el 

Richardson, Richard, Ryhill, nr Wakefield, Shopkeeper. Feb 7. 
at 3 at offices of Maddison, Church st, e*y! 

Rose, Richard, Basinghall st, Merchant. Feb 16 at 3 at Guildhall. 

Tavern, Gresham at, verge and Faulkner 

Sage, Charles, Kast Budleigh, Devon, Innkeeper, Feb 4 at 2 at 





] 
Palkingham, George, Leeds, Boot Dealer, Feb 7 at 3 at offices of 
Harland, Bouth parade, Leeds 


offices of Toby, Castle at, Exeter 3 
Salt, Thomas, Hartlepool, Durham, Confectioner. Fob 7 at 3 ab 
offices of ‘Todd and Harrison, Town-wall, Hartlepool 
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iii naw ich, Cheesemonger. ee oe 
a oad an Oo, Queen Cheapside. Carter and Bell, East- 


ames New 8S inden, eater Feb 10 at 3 at offices of 
" ae Biechesth Howe aed — Dray 
chant, ac 
= "10 “hil at offices of W: W: ght, High Cradley eet ar 


nee k Shakespeare Y apengg ea Gloucester, Tobacco- 

nist. Feb7 “ry 3 at offices of % nt st, Cheltenham 

— , Samuel, Burslem, Staff , Oil Merchant. Feb 4at 11 

yal Hotel, Crewe. Bennett, Hanle 
Phd William, Atherstone, Warwick, wilder. Feb 4 at n at 
offices of Fowke, Ann st, Birmingham 

Smales, William, Bolton, Lancaster, Pork Butcher. Feb 7 at 3 at 
offices of Robinson, Townhall sq, Bolton 

Smith, William. Finsbury em, Tailor. Feb 4 at 2 at 145, 
Cheapside. Butcher, Cheapside 

Spicer, Ed Birmingham, Electro Plater. Feb 7 at 11 at offices 
of beng Tem le st, Birmingham 

Spraggett, erick, Masbusy, Oxford, Gentleman. Feb 10 at 
12 at Long 7] Sanderson, Church st, Warwick 

Tarrying, William, High st, Notting-hill gate, out of business. Feb 
10 at 5 at offices of Guscotte, York buildings, Duke st, Adelphi 

Thomas, Henry, Treherbert, Glamorgan, Draper. Feb 8 at 12 at 
offices 4 Collins, Broad st, Bristol. ine} Pontypridd 

Thompson, Joseph. Stretton, Shirland, Derby, Farmer. Feb 7 at 3 
at offices of Cutts, Market yo all chambers, Chesterfield 

Timms, g  athateg Newland, opinahen nee Assistant, Feb 
3 at 11 at offices of Mearniela, Old xchange , Bowlalley lane 
Kingston-upon-Hull 

Todd, mage Horbury, nr Wakefield, Herring Curer. Feb 9 at 3 
at offices of Lodge, Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 

Tottenham, Catherine, Liverpool, Cigar Dealer. Feb 4 at 2 at offices 
of Knowles, Cook st. Live: 

Towle, Herbert, Duffield, Derby, 

Briggs, Amen alley, Derby 
, Emma, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer. + 2 at 12 at offices 
of Andrews, Nicholas ’st, Bristol. Ayre, Bristo! 

Turner, Charies, and J oseph John Turner, uthontaiin ‘te 
Huddersfield, Stone Masons. Feb 4 at 3 at offices of Booth, John 
William st, Huddersfield 

Unsworth, Newton, Ashton-upon-Mersey, Chester, Farmer. Feb 7 
at 3 at offices of Peacock and Gracie, Cross st, Manchester 

Warner, David Fortin, Colchester, Engineers’ Foreman. Feb 21 at 
12 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Marshall, Colchester 

Waterton, Joshua, Castleford, York, Aerated Water Manufacturer. 
Feb 4 at 3 at offices of Lodge and Rhodes, Park Powe Leeds 

Watson, Alfred, and Richard Watson, Norton, Stockton-on-Tees, 
ae Feb 3 at 11 at offices of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on- 

es 

West, Benjamin, jun, East Greenwich, Kent, Lighterman. Feb 15 
at 2 at Tudor House, Greenwich. Pook and Son, Walbrook 

Whitaker, John, St. Helens, Lancaster, Refreshment house Keeper. 
bar 7 at 2 at the Royal Raven Hotel, St. Helens. Hitchen, St. 

elens 

White, Henry John, Melshen. Wilts, Drapers’ Assistant, Feb dat 
12 at offices of Locke, Melksham 

White, Thomas, iareieesl, some Feb 5 at 11 at officers of Lowe, 
Mount Pleasant, Liverpoo 

Whitlock, Richard, Upper ¢ Caterham, Surrey, Builder. Feb 8 at 2 
at offices of Pullen, asinghall st 

Wineberg, Abraham, Birmingham, Tailor. Feb 7 at 3 at offices of 
Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 

Woolcott, Alfred Richard, Old Compton st, Soho, Outfitter. Jan 31 
at 8 at offices of Godfrey, South square, Gray’ s-inn 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Irvalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medica ]Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all A games 
seeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c,, and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures, 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny 

CocoaTina A LA VANILLE is the rah delicate, digestible, cheapest 
bec Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 

ibit 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 


SURGEON DENTIST, ce 
67, GREAT RUSSELL STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
lies, by his absolute less System of Dentistry, the Great 
He hibition Prize Medal Teeth (London, Paris, New York, Berlin, 
Vienna, &c.). 8. G. Hutchins, Esq., Suirgeon-Dontist to the Queen, 
says;—-"T am glad you have obtained her Majesty's Royal Letters 
Patent to protect what I consider the perfection of painless den- 
tistry.” Professor Gardner, late of the Royal Polytechnic Insti- 
tution, says :-—"'T have examined and tested your patented painless 
epatern of at nudjnstinent it is quite perfect, and is the most successful 
application of scientific laws for securing actual wear and comfort 
Yet introduced,”’ Consultation free daily, and terms to suit every- 
aon emaphiel, * Painless Dentistry,” 116th Edition, gratis and 
Post free, 


Grocer. Feb 5 at 11 at offices of 
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LT, 4™.— Every Saturday, price 6d. 


LAND. 


A Weekly Journal devoted to all matters affecting 
LANDED — HOUSE igi 


Number 1 ready poy 
TL, AND—Every Saturday, price 6d. 








Compensation Cases, Arbitrations, and Suits connected wi 
questions dealt with in the columns of “‘ LAND” will panel 
reported and edited for this Paper, which will thus contain records 
for reference of the t value to all interested in matters 
affecting Landed and House Property. 


L,AND.—New High-class Weekly Journal. 


The Journal, in short, will do for the Land Market what 
organs do for the Money Mark , discussing, and 
casting every circumstance or ss kely to affect the great 
network of interest connected with Real Estate, so that persons of 
all classes desiring to realize or invest may have full information as 
to the state of the Market, and timely wettes of every circumstance, 
social, financial, or political, which may influence their decisions. 








T,A8D.—Erery Saturday, price 6d. 


Owners, Buyers, and Sellers of land and houses, a 
veyors, Land Agents, and Auctioneers, will each and all in 
D” not only indispensable and accurate records of i 
also suggestive and trustworthy guidance for future 
Terms of Subscription:—One Year, 26s. oe by post 28s.) ; 
year, 13s. (or by post 14s.) ; Quarter, 6s. 6d. (or by post 7s.). 
Printed and Published for the Proprietors by 


CASSELL, PETTER, mat & CO., 


La Belle Sauvage-yard, Li hill, E.C. 
*,* Prospectuses of LAND post free my thy the ‘Publishers. 





AW.—A Solicitor (age 35) Requires Conveyancing 
Geeta, will undertake Advocacy. — Address, stating 
7 on , care of J. H. Torr, Esq., Solicitor, 66, Coleman-street, 


ONVEYANCING CLERKSHIP.—A Cambridge 
Cc eee: one Saat General nt Managing Clerkabip, with 
‘onveyancing and C ancery, or Gene 
or without view to Partne: had Management of Convey- 
ancing Matters in a “ London rs —Address, LL.B., “ Solici- 
tors’ Journal” Office, 52, Carey-street, W.C. 


‘HE ‘GENERAL MANAGER of a large Colliery 
is prepared to take a Pupil who must be well educated and in- 
telligent. A good yo mee | of learning Mining and 
Surveying and the Commercial Management of Collieries is 
Moderate premium required.—Address, |M. 100, Messrs. Deacon’s, . 
Leadenhall-street. 


HORTHAND CLERK Wanted in a Solicitor’s 
Office. State speed, particulars, and experience.—Address, . 
Box 3, Post-office, Stockport. 


Pye SECRETARYSHIP Wanted by Adver- 

tiser, aged 27. A liberal bonus up to £500 woald be given for 
an introduction. Good Corres mementos, Book-keeper, a of 
— ged methodical habits, and png Be : 
know edge guarantee, pecuniary or gh ~ 
dress, X. 387, on oe 's Advertisment Legian 
street. 

















PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, FINAL (Pass and Honours) 
LAW EXAMINATION, 
R. ALBERT GIBSON’S Classes and Postal 
Preparation for these Examinations continue throughout 
the year, except during one month in Two R 
Pupils received. Terms on application to 35, Southampton-build- 
ings, Chancery-lane, or to St. Mary Cray, Chislehurst, 
(N..B.—At the Michaelmas Examination, = po af B oN 
sent up for the Final 22 passed, out of 17 sent for the 


mediate 16 passed, and all 9 pupils — up 
aeven out of thelact eg fie Mr. Gibson's 








250 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Jan. 29, 1881, © 





pg dena ROOMS 
“Specially for the Sale of Lite ee rty, Music, ant Works of 
Art, 47, LEICESTER 801 SQUAR LONDON, > 


ESSRS. PUTTICK & SIMPSON beg hy announce 
that the above rooms are open daily for the reception of 
all kinds of Literary and Art Property, Musical Reems oy 7 4 
intended for Sale by Auction. Messrs. P. & S. feel assured that 
necessary knowledge (gained only by long ext experience) and the ao 
sive connection enjoyed by their firm will be a sufficient guarantee 
to solicitors and others that such property entrusted to their care 
will be arranged for sale in the most advantageous manner. 
Valuations for Probate or Legacy Duty, or for Public or Private 
Sale. EsTaBLISHED (IN PrccaDILLy) 1794. 





Sales for the Year 1881. 
ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, 


& CO. beg to annonnce that the following DAYS have been 

fixed for their SALES for the current year, to be held at the AUC- 
TION MART, Tokenhouse-yard (opposite the Bank of England) :— 
‘Wednesday, Feb. 9 Wednesday, June 15 Friday, July 22 
Wednesday, Feb. 23 Friday, June 17 Wednesday, July 27 
Wednesday, March 9 | Wednesday, June 22 | Wednesday, Aug. 3 
Wednesday, March 23 | Friday, June 24 Friday, Aug 21 
Wednesday, April 6 Wednesday, June 29 | Wednesday, rig 3 
Friday, April 22 Friday, July 1 Wednesday, Oc’ 
Wednesday, May 4 Wednesday, July 6 Wednesday, Nov. 4 
Friday, May 13 Friday, July 8 Friday, Nov. 18 
Wednesday, May 18 Wednesday, July 13 Friday, Dec. 2 
Wednesday, June 1 Friday, July 15 Wednesday, Dec. 14 
Wednesday, July 20 

Other appointments for Special Sales can be arranged. 

— S Saneeenalens, Strand, W.C., and 18, Old Broad-street, 
E.C., London, 











Auctions, Season 1881. 


ESSRS. HARVEY, DAVIDS, & MORRIS, 
beg to announce that they have arranged for their SALES 
“by AUCTION to take place at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, Bank, 
E.C., on the following dates throughout the ensuing year, com- 
mencing at le o’clock precisely each day :— 
Floor. 
Ground oe 
Ground ee 
Ground ee 
Ground . ee 
Ground . ee 
First o 
First . oe 
Ground oo 
First oe 
First oe 
First oe 
First ee oe 
Ground ee 
First ee 
First oe 


Room, 
Wednesday February Doo 
Wednesday, March2 .. 
Wednesday, March 16 .. 
‘Wednesday, March 30 .. 
Wednesday, April20 .. 
Wednesday, April 27 
Wednesday, May 11 
Wednesday, May 25 
Wednesday, June 8 
Wednesday, June 22 
Wednesday, July 6 
Wednesday, July 20 oe 
Wednesday, August 3 .. 
Wednesday, August 10 .. 
Wednesday, October 26 .. 
Wednesday, November 23 Ground oe 
Wednesday, December 7 First ee 

These sales will include landed estates, town and country houses, 
ground-rents, reversions, and shares. Owners, solicitors, and 
trustees desirous of including properties, are respectfully requested 

to give instructions as early as possible, as it is of the utmost im- 

portance that sufficient time should be ajlowed to bring the sales 

a before the public.—Auction and Survey Offices, 117, 

ishopsgate-street, E.C. 
HOUSE 


ESSRS. HARMAN & MATTHEWS’ 

PROPERTY LIST forFebruary is now ready, and may be 
had gratis poeta ont or on application at 35, Walbrook, E.C, Desirable 
properties of every class wanted for numerous buyers. 


SPAR ONES RORB HOD 








ATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY ( (Limited)... 
35, Cornhill a 
Nominal Capital, £4,250,0005 Subscribed C Capital, 24,293,825 ; Paid. ” 


DP» 
Reserve 000, ' 
Notice is hereby given, that the present RATES OF INTEREST © 
allowed for none on DEPOSIT are as follows, viz. :— 4 
TWO A HALF PER CENT. per annum, ‘at call q 
TWO AND THREE QUARTERS P. CENT: per annum, ab 
seven and saunas poe nome 4 
Or for fixed eeperialls 9 agreed upon. 

W. SUT AM HANCOCK. 


CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS VS, Sub-Manager. 
27th January, 1881. 


PFOVIDENT LIFE OF FIOR. | 


Founpep 1806, 





60, REGENT STREET, and 14, CORNHILL, LONDON, 


Existing Assurances exceed .. eo oe 
Invested Funds .. ee oe ee ee 
Annual Income .. eo oe oe oo 
Claims Paid exceed ee oo oo oe 
Bonuses Declared.. ee ee oe % 
During the past year (1880) each main item has shown improve- 
ment upon the preceding year. d 


1879. 1880, 
New Premiums ee ee £15,172 £18,845 
Income .. oe ee ee 273, 684 279,852 
Invested Funds.. . ee ee 2,077, 215 2,124,711 


CHARLES STEVENS, Secretary, 
UN FIRE OFFIOE.,. 


THREADNEEDLE Street, E.C. Carine Cross, 8.W. 
Oxrorp Street (Corner of Vere-street), W. 
EstaBLisHED 1710. 
Home and Foreign Insurances Effected, 
Sum panes in 1879, £262,492,461. 
RANCIS B. "RELTON, Secretary. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS in 
LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other Securities and © 
Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or Annuities thereon granted, © 
A the EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY "LIMIT: g 
ED), 10, Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establisted 1835, — 
Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 
F, 8, CLAYTON, Joint 
C. H, CLAYTON, § Secreturies. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. rie ere ge 


IRKBEC K BAN Kim | 
Southampton Buildings, Chancery Lane. 


Current A 8 opened g tothe usual practice ot other 
Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum monthly balances when 
not drawn below £25. No commission charged for keeping Accounts. 
The ag by 1 receivesmoney on Deposit at Three per cent. Interest, © 
The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of ~ 
charge, the ‘naan of Deeds, Writings, and other Securitiesand Valu- ~ 
ables ; the collection of Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and” 
the purchase and sale ot Stocks and Shares. Letters of Credit and 
Circular Notes issued. 

A Pamphlet, with fall an on application. 

FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manage 

3lst March, 1880. 




















TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES for SALE 
for February contains 1,000 investments, and can be had 
Particulars inserted without charge. It is the recognized 
medium for selling or parchesing property by private contract.—Mr. 
Stimsoy, Auctioneer, Surveyor, and Valuer, 2, New Kent-road, 8.E. 


DVOWSON.—For Disposal, a Living on the 

South-West Coast. Income about £230 net. Good house, 

mild climate. Independent position. Immediate legal possession. 

zn A. B., Messrs. Wilkinson & Butler, Solicitors, Et. Neots, 
unts 


fy.O BOOK-BUYERS.—A New CATALOGUE of 
LITERARY CURIOSITIES, Just Ready, comprising WORKS 
on ASTRONOMY; FIRST EDITION of MAY’S EARLY PRINTED 
CLASSICS ; French Facetie, and Old English Works remarkable 
for their quaintness, post-free one stamp. 
Epwarp Avery, 18, Carlisle-street, Soho-square, London, W. 
LipRaRres PurcHaszp. 


‘IXYHE CHURCH PREFERMENT GAZETTE 
(issued Monthly), geo full particulars of Advowsons 
Presentations, &c., for Sale, to er with useful advice to pur, 
chasers, should be referred to a every purchaser. Edited by Mr. 
W. EMERY STARK (Associate Institute of Actuaries, F. RY G.8.. 
ge. ).—Address (enclosing six stamps), Messrs. W. EMERY Starx, 
t, Bedford- street, Strand. 


M R. MEADOWS, of Bond-court Chambers, Wal- 
brook, London, Solicitor, Author of * Questions on Convey: 
yer dy. d Real Pro perty Law,” continues to Read Privately with 
ed Clerks preparing for the Intermediate, Final, and Honours 
Examinations, 

















OYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE 
OFFICIAL PUBLICATIONS. 
and 


CHANCERY DIVISION.—The Sittings Papers, Dail. 
——— Cause aay Rota of Registrars, and Transfers of Causes, 


COMMON LAN LAW DIVISION.—General, Supplemental, and 
= aoe < a in Banco and at Nisi Prius, and New 
rs 
PROBATE ‘dnd ADI ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS.—Cause Lists, Motion 
Papers, ont - other Authorised Publications, £1 1s. per annum, 
es 2s R SUMMONSES before the JUDGES and MASTERS, 


“ veg 
blications of all Divisions (except Daily Cause Lists), £2 2s. 
sce annum. 
The Daily Lists are delivered to Subscribers about 6 o’clock p.m. 
Txomas Scorr, 1, Warwick-court, Holborn, 


EDE AND 50N 
ROBE MAKERS 





Y SPECIAL APPOINTME: 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the.Whole ofthe Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








